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THE PERSONALITY 


OF 


ATHER JOHN OF CRONSTADT. 
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The personality of Father John of 
Oronstadt is one of the most memorable in 


the history of Russia in the XIXth century. 


Together with the prelate Philaretes, the 
Metropolitan of Moscow, he represents the 
highest point of our ecclesiastical religious 
progress, and the two stand very close to 
a third great worker Seraphim of Sarovo. 
Saint Seraphim was endowed with the 
gift of the miraculous insight into the 
future; his mind was prophetic, whilst he 
was an anchorite, who dwelt alone during 
many long years in the wilderness of lonely 
silent woods. Philaretes of Moscow lived 
all the time in the very center of the state 
and church movements; in part, he him- 
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self was the power that moved the events. 
His mind and his word were incomparable 
in the establishment of dogmatical truths, 
his speech was majestic and solemn. The 
personality of these two men were beauti- 
fully supplemented by Father John of 
Cronstadt, a popular priest, whose whole 
life was spent in the great human world, 
amidst the noise, the loud talk, the hustling 
and pushing; on the street and in private 
houses, finding expression in deeds of 
charity, of helpfulness and miraculous 
healing. 

John of Cronstadt was endowed with 
the supreme faculty of a Christian, with 
the gift of relieving and healing prayer. 
Concerning this gift obscure legends reached 
us from the remote past of Christianity, 
and Russia has been an eye witness of it 
at the end of the XIXth century. 

No doubt, in the near future all the 
facts concerning this wonderful gift will be 
collected together. But even at this moment, 
without waiting for any detailed instances, 
with documentary proof, we can say that 
these instances were many and that they 
are perfectly authentic; everybody’s memory 
will bear us out as well as the more striking 
narratives of facts which penetrated into 
he print. His help, which was not merely 
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doubtfully hoped for, but firmly believed 
in and certain, was sought by people who 
were at the last limit of suffering, when 
all human resources, the virtue of know- 
ledge and science, were powerless, it was. 
not sought by Orthodox Russians alone, 
but by Lutherans and Roman Catholics, 
even by Mahometans and Jews, and John © 
of Cronstadt, stepping outside the pale of 
his faith, met the universal need and the 
` pain of all humanity, like a universal ad- 
vocate and healer. 

There was so much that was ET 
in this phenomenon, so much that was 
striking and grand, that it is only natural 
that a national movement formed itself 
around Father John similar to the movements 
arising .of yore around great national 
` characters, such as Joan of Arc; the move- 
ment, the wonder and the rapture were 
similar, yet their spirit was so different, 
being entirely Russian. In both cases there 
was a good deal of exageration. Rumour 
placed facts on heights which they did not 
reach originally. in both cases, side by 
side with tearful emotion there arose the 
calumny of small and menial souls and the 
disaproval of common sense minds, which 
their common sense made impotent. But 
in both cases there was a central figure 
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which stood far above the common level, 
in which there was muzh that was truly 
miraculous and supernatural. 

Whether the part of this supernatural 
gift was great or small in Father John, it is 
not for ws and not for the present to decide. 
But it is quite beyond dispute that there 
truly was such a part in him. And it is 
this fact that gave rise to the extraordinary 
upheaval which we have witnessed. Many 
foreigners, some of them unbelievers, some 
learned physicians, made special efforts to 
see Father John and bore witness later on 
that he is a true wonder of moral and 
physical health, that the harmony and the 
perfect balance of his psychic and bodily 
powers is simply remarkable. This is the 
only language which science can speak. 
But we can translate this scientific utterance 
into simpler language: at his very birth, 
Father John possessed besides the normal 
allotment of physical vitality, a certain 
surplus of life eternal, and its wealth he 
brought out and distributed around to the 
sick, the impotent, the weak. 

In this case the physical, the spiritual 
and the religious wonder are all bound 
together. We do not deny the physical part 
of it. But the physicians have as little right 
to deny in this case the part of religion 
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and aushentic miracle. 

| It is this obvious and palpable presence 
of a gift from above, which gave rise to 
the extraordinary upheaval around John of 
Cronstadt. People were drawn towards him 
not because they sought help for them- 
selves, not because they were weak or in 
the midst of suffering, they were drawn to — 
him for he was the living testemonu 
to the existence of heavenly powers, for 
he was the sign that the Heavens are living, 
divine and full of grace. All this is perfectly 
natural, for it is the usual history of 
religion on earth. 

We can he convinced by books and 
arguments. The masses can not. They can 
not read heavy volumes, for in part they 
can not read at all. The masses, like the 
apostle Thomas, seek to touch with their 
own fingers. And, in his own time and 
generation, the generation of the masses, 
John of Cronstadt came as the personal 
witness of the truth of religion, of our own 
religion, moreover, Russian and Orthodox. 
In our sight he ’proved’ religion, because 
he prayed, and the cure came. 

This latter side of his national import- 
ance, the part which came as a conclusion, 
beyond measure outweighed the other side, 
that is his charities and his healing. He 
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became the leader of believing, the resur- 
rector of faith. He raised » mighty wave 
of religious feeling in the people. 
V. ROosanorr. 
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Hn Memory of the holy Pastor. 


SR 
5th January 1909. 


Today St. Petersburg inters the rem- 
ains of Father John of Cronstadt. 

I was told, that the following incident 
took place on Saturday. After the vespers, 
the priest came out among the people and 
said: "we shall sing now a mortuary service 
for him, who was the intercessor before 
God for all our Russian land, Father John 
of Cronstadt”. On hearing this, the people 
= stood a while as if struck motionless. Then 
silent awe stirred them like wind, and a 
few sobs were heard. The women of the 
people vociferously gave way to their grief, 
ladies in bonnets also quietly cried. The 
well belowed Father John was no more. 

A man has died who was truly except- 
ional, it can even be said with justice, 
who was unique in his nearness to the 
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heart of the people. However great some 
of our people who died, Dostoevsky, Tour- 
geneff, Chuikovsky, Mendeleeff, their deaths 
left an impression only upon a limited 
layer of cultered people, which never pen- 
etrated into the national depths. The deaths 
of remarkable military chieftains like Sou- 
voroff or Skobeleff, who were the upholders 
of national heroism, were felt in a much 
more general way. But even their names 
remained strange to the feminn ie side of 
the population. The "holy man” alone 
captures the whole imagination of the 
people, all the people’s love, especially 
the adoring love of women, who are 
better capable of loving. a 
For the last 30 years, no man in Russia 
was the center of such single—hearted 
devotion, as the priest of Cronstadt. Great 
as is the renown of the Count L. N. Tol- 
stoy, he is altogether unknown to the 
enormous majority of the uneducated mass- 
es. His name is connected with no precious 
mystical feeling, which binds to ”Father 
John” any unkempt village woman, any 
shepherd, any criminal working in the 
mines of Siberia. Yes, excepting a few who 
_ have forced out of their souls even the 
name of God, even the criminals know 
about Father John, and the thought of 
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him shines in them like a lamp before the 
shrine of their conscience. 

Whether he deserved it or not, Father 
John was more than any one else in the 
very centre of the psychological life of 
Russia. He died an old man. It is a privilege 
of great people that in their souls they do 
not die. Is this not a miracle, the last 
miracle of the holy priest. that, though 
dead, it is only now that he has become 
fully alive in the eyes of all, firmly, for 
ever, that his image alone, constantly 
renewed, begins now an interminable task? 
Is st. Nicholas the miracle worker dead? 
Does not he continue to influence only in 
a more essential way the acts, that is the 
fate of hundreds of millions of people? 

I remember Father John 35 years ago, 
before his striking renown as a miracle 
worker was established. First of all I was 
struck by his manner of celebrating divine 
service; an exceptional manner which I had 
never heard before. All priests and deacons 
go through the ektenias in a kind of a 
chant, observing the age-old conventional 
beauty of sound. But Father John did it 
simply just as if he was talking to some- 
body, lowering or raising his voice as if in 
command in the most unexpected passages. 
At first, I took it for a sign of epilepsy. 
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Later I understood that it came from his 
great sincerity, his self forgetfulness Curing 
prayer. 

Later on I repeatedly met Father John. 
Another feature of his I well remember 
was his bright look, his face which shone 
as if lit up from within. His light blue eyes 
were like the eyes of a woman in their 
ardent tenderness. His voice was very 
simple, the voice of any northern man, 
slightly strident, and utterly devoid of 
unction. In my sight, Father John grew 
into a just man of God. I saw one of his 
miracles (if miracles they may be called), 
when, Christ like, he relieved a nervous 
trouble by the mere laying on of his hands. 
I had occasion to observe the general confess- 
ion of the people to Father John, which 
was unusually touching. It has been 
described hundreds. of times. I have had 
occasion to observe the way in which 
Father John prayed half audibly with a 
sustained sublime pathos, when, cross in 
hand, he blessed the people, whilst they 
came in thousands to kiss the cross. I 
have also heard Father John’s sermons, 
which, however, failed to impress me. 
Unfortunately once upon a time he went 
through the course of a clerical academy, 
and it left its deadening mark on even this 
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tremendous spirit. It was not by word that 
Father John preached, but by “good deeds”, 
by the example of his whole life. His 
motto was: ”let Thy priests be clad in 
truth”. I have read some of the learned 
works of Father John, for instance his 
remarkable studies concerning the cross. 
I have looked through his remarkable diary, 
entitled ”My life in Christ”, and found in 
it, as in Thomas a Kempis, not only an 
ardent and unquenchable faith in God, but 
at times a wonderfully powerful thought, as 
poetical as the psalms of David. 

My home being also in Cronstadt, I 
had a better chance to observe Father John 
than those who were visitors merely. This 
just man was most remarkable for the fact 
that he did not in the least fit the theatrical 
idea of a saint. He did not fall into ascet- 
icism, which in our country, in the persons 
of our so called ‘fools for the sake of 
Christ”, reaches the limits of cynicism, 
neither was he a bigot or a prude. 

I knew that Father John was a great 
worker for God, that owmg to his constant 
prayer, he hardly slept at all, that, rising 
early and taking a walk in the little garden 
of his poor dwelling, he still prayed. 

His modesty was so great that he 
could not bear to be assisted in the publie 
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baths where he went, but washed quickly 
and left before anybody else came in. 
This was his custom even at the epoch 
when his fame was so great, that a certain 
great magnate from the provinces deemed 
it a great piece of luck to get into the 
bath directly after him. Many a time I saw 
women rushing for a glass of tea, which 
he merely touched and they hurriedly 
finished drinking, making the sign of the 
cross. Knowing well how great was his 
renown, not only did he preserve his 
humility, but he truly was so modest as 
to be naive. I remember Father John sitting 
at lunch, on his return from Berlin, where 
he had been asked to pray for the Russian 
Ambassador there at the time, who was 
‘ailing, and I remember that he described 
the honors with which he was met there 
in a perfectly childish way. It was evident, 
that, together with the masses, he had 
kept his respect for the authorities, of 
gentlemen and magnates, in spite of the 
fact that those of the aristocracy who 
showed disbelief had to bear his truly 
prophet like wrath, It is known how 
vehemently Father John denounced Count 
L. N. Tolstoy. He refused to speak to 
prince X., one of the counts’s disciples, 
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having felt, without knowing him, his 
unbelief, 

Twice I had to call on Father John in 
the name of friends who were perishing. 
One of them was a revolutionary, condemned 
to death, but sentenced to hard labor 
instead. My errand was to have Father 
John consecrate a cross, the parents of my 
friend were sending him. The other was 
Nadson the poet, who was then dying of 
consumption. His friend M. V. V. asked 
me to arrange, that Father John prayed 
for him. In both cases, especially in the 
first, Father John was very kind and 
showed true insight in his very 
sympathetic silence. It seemed as if he 
suw and heard something mysterious, not 
the fact itself, but the true inward signific- 
ance of the fact. 

I met Father John for the last time on 
the occasion of his visit to the tea room 
of a Temperance Society, where I at one 
time worked together with senator Barikoff. 

Father John’s manner always was 
extremely simple and free from any affect- 
ation. His opponents said that bis activity 
tended to the making of money, that all 
his tedeums and blessings were well paid 
for. This is a gross calumny. To my know- 
ledge he never asked for any pay. If any 
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was offered, he accepted it in order to pass 
it on to the poor. Of course, it is possible 
that he was taken advantage of by those 
around him, who did make money. For in 
one year more than a million passed through 
his hands. During the last ten years Father 
John wore costly fur coats and cassocks 
and was photographed wearing all his 
regalia and orders. 

But I believe he did it not for his 
own pleasure, but in order not to hurt the 
feelings of those who gave all these things 


to him, in order to please them. Yet the 


sumptuousness of his clothes was an eye 
sore to some: what kind ‘of a saint ia he 
that he wears no sack cloth? Yet perchance 
there was more of humility in this than of 
pride. Remember the words Socrates spoke 
to Antisphenes the cynic: ’’Thy pride peeps 
from the holes in thy cloak”. Like Christ, 
Father John ate and drank with sinners; 
perchance, he occasionally partook of delicate 
dishes in the company of harlots. He, the 
son of a beadle, who grew up in extreme 
poverty, did drink fine wines. But I saw 
it with my own eyes, that he hardly touch- 
ed anything: a mouthful of wine, a tiny 
bunch of grapes, that was all. He hardly 
ever was at home, bnt in my time his 
dwelling was furnished very modestly. 
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Moreover, is the man to be sought for 
in all these trifles? Is he in his clothes, in 
‘his food, in his furniture?” The spirit of the 
Lord is on me”, this is what tbis venerable 
old man felt, together with Isaiah, with 
unspeakable bliss. 

He was believed in as a miracle work- 
er. No wonder. It is a far greater wonder 
that he himself believed in his miraculous 
powers. Only imagine the immeasurable 
joy of knowing that you are the chosen of 
aod, that the Lord truly does listen to 
you and deigns to answer the prayer of 
your heart! 

The diary of Father John describes 
instances of miracles performed by him. 
Some of these descriptions are remarkable 


for their childlike frankness. He writes:. 


”I prayed for him (a certain Vasssili), that 
the Lord should make him well. I said, O 
Lord, cure thy slave from his illness. He 
deserves that Thou shouldst do this for him 
for he loves Thy priests and sends them 
his gifts. I prayed also before the altar of 
the Lord, during the Liturgy, at the time 
of a certain prayer, and also before the 
very Sacrament. Among other petitions I 
said the following: Lord, our Life! As it 
is easy for me to think of curing, so it is 
for Thee to cure any trouble. As it is easy 
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for me to think of resurrecting, it is easy 
for Thee to resurrect any departed. And 
so cure Thy slave Vassili of his painful 
disease, do not let him die that his wife 
and children may not be given over to 
despair and tears. And the Lord, who is 
ever ready to listen to what is good, had 
mercy on him. Otherwise he was a hair- 
breadth from death. Glory to Thy almight- 
iness, goodness and Thy readiness to listen 
to what is good, o Lord!” 

Such is the unsophisticated way in 
which the holy priest prayed. The simplicity 
of this faith and the intimacy of this 
relation with God are truly wonderful. You 
feel that for Father John the altar table 
was truly the altar of God and the Holy 
Sacrament truly a mystery, in all the — 
aweinspiring miraculous majesty which 
faith lends to it. Think of the bread and 
wine changing into the body and blood of 
God. Think of the human nature changing 
into the divine. 

It is possible, that the wise Greeks, 
who were the founders of our cult, could 
- be satisfied with a symbol. But here is an 
unsophisticated child of the North, here is 
all our northern people: a symbol is not 
enough for them, God is a reality for their 
faith, as their own life is. The people’s 
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intercessor before God beseaches just as a 
conscienteous servant beseaches his master, 
using arguments of a perfectly practical 
nature, and at last succeeds in persuading 
the Creator who is "ready to listen to 
what is good”. Most likely, this is the true 
faith and, probably, there is no other. 
”Woe unto you, said Christ, when all 
men shall speak well of you, for so did 
their fathers to the false prophets” (Luke, 
VI, 26) No one but pharisees and hypocrits 
succeed in having no enemies and being 
generally honored. Christ and the apostles 
had many enemies and perished because of 
their bitter hatred. The just man of Cron- 
stadt could not escape having enemies. 
Nihilists and the godless intellectual class- 
es spoke of him with ridicule and contempt 
his own attitude towards them being that 
of humorous disdain. And a considerable 
number of the clergy, especially of the 
superior ranks, maintained towards him an 
attitude of offended envy. The third, the 
coarsest and the basest enemy of the great 
priest, was the Jewish press. Profiting by 
the relaxation of the censorship after the 
reforms of 17 October, the Jewish press, 
during three years, made a daily laughing 
stock of the righteousness of this aged 
man, jeering at his miracles, his charities 
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and the veneration of his admirers. Calum- 


_niating legends were invented concerning 
him; dirt was thrown at the pure devotion 
of women; and the national impetus was 
spat upon. 

Az it is known, Father John courage- 
ously stood out against the revolution and, 
in his sermons, reminded the au‘horities 
of their duty to repress the disorders, He 
recommended both the masses and the author- 
ities to comply with the Thirteenth Chapter 
of the Epistle to the Romans. ”Fcr he (the 
ruler) beareth not the sword in vain: for 
he is the minister of God, a revenger to 
execute wrath upon him that coeth evil”. 
Hence the Russian authorities learned to 
their surprise, that the use of the sword is 
advised by the Apostle. The Jews never 
forgave this to Father John. Having taken 
Count Leo Tolstoy, who denies both the 
church and the state, under their patronage, 
they came down like an eruption of dirt 
on Father John, who arose for the defense 
of the church and the state. | 

The two great contemporaries, the two 
aged men of Cronstadt and of Yasnaya 
Poliana, who in spirit stand at opposite 
poles, are, nevertheless, both of them the 
pride of Russia, for both express with an 
exceptional power our national genius. 
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Tolstoy has incarnated in himself the might 
of our aristocracy cut adrift from the rest 
of the nation: possessing a great name, a 
large fortune and an artistic gift, Tolstoy 
contains all the affirmations and all the 
negations of the world. Having grown up 
udder the influences of Rousseau and of 
Shopenhauer, Tolstoy reached his final 
development through the intuitions of 
Buddha and of Lao-Tze. Father John is so 
verv different: like Lomonossoff, he has 
his origin in the masses, in the half artic- 
ulate northern traditions, in the pious olden 
times, which still live but in the forgotten 
title of "holy Russia’. Father John received 
his illumination of faith not far from the 
graves of the great Saints of Solovki, which 
light up our North like an aurora borealis; 
there he acquired his profound devotion to 
the unknowable God, his passionate Tove 
of Christ and his longing for a communion 
with Him by ‘means of the profoundly 
touching rites, as ancient as the nation 
itself and as sacred as all that we love in 
our past. For the last 80 years, the stormy, 
restles and wrathful Tolstoy is the greatest 
attainment of our educated classes; the 
greatest attainment of our illiterate masses 
is Father John, whe is so still as to be 
motionless and whose faith is like flame. 
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Father John is the embodiment of our 
popular culture, coming down from Anthony 
and Theodosius of Pechera and from Sergius 
of Radonej to Tichon of Voronei and Sera- 
phim of Sarovo. Flesh of the noblest flesh 
of the nation, and bone of its bone, the 
aged man of Cronstadt did not merely 
dream of a holy Russia, like Count Tolstoy, 
but he was the holy Russia himself, he 
bore it in his own heart. 

This is why he was so dear to the 
people, and why the people knew him from 
the first for its own, as a light on the 
summit of a mountain is immediately 
recognized by everybody. 

In my opinion, it is not Russian Or- 
thodoxy alone, but Christendom in general, 
which lost its greatest representative in the 
person of this holy priest. Indeed, where 
should you seek in modern degenerate 
Christianity for a like flaming of faith, for 
a like grace of the Holy Spirit, which was 
palpable for the whole nation in the apos- 
tolic prerogatives to heal the sick and to 
expel the evil spirits. Shall we seek for 
these gifts of Christ in the Eastern Pa- 
triarchs, or the Roman cardinals, or in the 
Pope himself? 

The last Christian so far known to the 
world was borne and died in Russia. 
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Peace to his holy soul. 

And in memory of its own Father 
John, let all, that is still mighty and pro- 
phetic in Russia, speak to him in the 
words of Elisha to the departing prophet 
Elijah: let a double portion of thy spirit be 
on me! 


SA. Menshikof. 
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At the funeral of the late Father 
John of Cronstadt, 
the Rev. Archpriest F. N. Ornatsky made 


the following oration: 
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"Our dear father John is dead. 

Yet we thought that he will still live 
many and many years. We always wish a 
long life to those we love. The more so, 
because we never were in the habit of 
seeing him old and infirm. At seventy five 
he still always was energetic and young. 

We all saw him at times briskly walk 
up the steps of some house and heard him 
greet, in the very entrance, the inmates, 
with his fresh, high keyed voice: "Be you 
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well my friends; be well, mother; be well, 
children; be well, nursie!” 

And entering the inner chambers, he 
would stroke the one, pat another, kiss 
the third, and bless all. 

Then he would walk to the little table, 
prepared for his visit*), to pray and to 
bless the water, and, whilst praying, he 
did not merely implore the Lord, but at 
times demanded the fulfilment of his 
request, for the sake of the great sacrifice 
of the Son of God on Golgatha. And often 
he made up the words of the prayer. 

The prayer over, all the present would 
approach him to tell him, whispering in 
his ear, of important matters, which must 
not be mentioned aloud. He would give 
a reproachful glance here, and a smile 
there; he would pat the sore places, or 
distribute money, without counting, And 
all went away encouraged, pacified, cheer- 
ed up. 

And the fortunate family talked of 
Father John’s visit for many a day and 
many a month, discussing what he said, 
whom he addressed, how he looked and 
what he did. 
~ *) In Russia, when a priest is invited to pray in 


people’s homes, a holy image and vessel of water are 
set on a table for the blessing of water. 
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Now, Father John is dead. And wher- 
ever these three words are spoken ’Father 
John died’, people will know at once who 
is meant... For he was known everywhere, 
and everywhere his name wus honored, in 
the cities and the hamlets, in the metrop- 
olis and the most out of the way corners 
of our land. 

Even abroad our great priest was 
known and honored. When the Emperor 
Alexander IH was fatally ill in Crimea, 
Father John was invited to come to him, 
and the papers of all the world spoke of 
him as our great miracle worker. 

Later, Father John received many 
letters in every possible language from all 
over Europe and even from America. A 
little boy wrote to him from Sweden: ”I 
was told that you cure people by prayer; 
my mama lost her mind and is in a hos- 
pital. I miss my mama. Pray, that my 
mama should get well”. 

A newly married couple wrote from 
America how happy they were asking 
Father John to pray that their happines 
should continue the same in future. People 
wrote from Germany, asking for some 
water or oil consecrated by Father John: 
sometimes they asked for money. Some 
people sen‘ him a lock of their hair, asking 


EE e A 


hin to bless it and expressing the belief 
that through it his blessing will penetrate 
all their being. 

What is, then, this phonomenon, this 
Father John at the end of the nineteenth 
and the beginning of the twentieth century, 
in the era of godlessness and unbelief? 
How can we account for the formation of 
such a character and the wonderful achieve- 
ment of his whole life?. 

For believers the answer to this 
question is as simple as the account Virgin 
Mary gave of her own greatness. ”The 
Lord saw the humility of His slave and 
the Great one made my greatness”. 
In the same way exactly the greatness of 
Father John is the work of the divine 
grace which rested on him even since he 
was borne. 

Let us remember a few incidents of 
his life. He came into this world so sickly 
and weak, that they hastened his christen- 
ing, for fear he should die. Yet he lived 
till he was eighty. 

When in the ecclesiastical schvol he 
fell deathly ill. The physician ordered him 
to eat meat on fast days. But his mother 
did not let him, so that he did not break 
the church rule concerning fasting. Now- 
adays, little importance shall be given to 
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this occurence. But let us call to mind 
that both the prophet Daniel, who was 
delivered from the jaws of the lion, and 
his three friends, who were preserved in 
the very oven of Babylon, kept their fasting 
just as strictly. 

Then we see him in the clerical acad- 
emy. He was a godfearing youth, modest, 
pure and deeply merged in his inner life. 
The first book he bought for his first ear- 
nings was the Dialogues of St. John Chry- 
sostom on the Gospel of Matthew. And 
isolating himself in the auditorium, he read 
them with enthusiams, vividly representing 
to himself the great Christian preacher 
and applauding him. 

Then we see him at the end of his 
schooling, deciding to take the holy orders. 
{t was at this time, that he clearly saw in 
a vision the Cronstadt Cathedral of St. 
Andrew, though he had never seen it in 
reality. He became a priest of this cathe- 
dral and never left it for the following 53 
years, having acomplished in it his great 
pastoral task. 

What principles guided the pastoral 
service of Father John? Above all, it was 
a living fiery faith in God. His faith was 
not an outcome of his mind alone. No! his 
faith filled to overflowing his heart and 
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encircled his whole being, so that he lived 
by it’ every second anā in any position. He 
beheld the loving, merciful and saving 
God, before him, within himself and within 
other people. Father John fervently believ- 
ed, that it was impossible for God not to 
answer the prayers of His tenderly beloved 
children. 

This faith burned in Father John, he 
lived and breathed it, especially whilst 
performing, as he said, the ’world saving’ 
liturgy In this act he was transfigured, he 
became shining and full of joy. He was 
conscious that he offered a Sacrifice, which 
is to save the world. Whilst the choir sang 
"Crucified wast thou, Lord Christ, who 
hast conquered death by thy death”, 
Father John impulsively seized the cross 
from the altar and kissed it several times. 
Before pronouncing the words ”Take, eat 
this is my body” and "Drink ye all of 
this”, he always said ”O Thy precious, 
Thy sweetest voice’, just as if he was 
about to hear these words from the mouth 
of Christ Himself. 

At the moment of the transubstantia- 
tion of the Holy Gifts, down on his knees, 
he said solemnly and loudly. this is the 
great mystery of piety, God appeared in 
the flesh’, and also: "the Word became 
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flesh and entered us”. And hearing the 
fervent voice of the pastor at prayer, we 
all felt that truly here before us there lies 
on the altar the true body of Christ. And 
when after this, with his eyes full of tears, 
Father John took in both hands first the 
paten, then the chalice, as if tu admire 
their contents, we all thought: "truly he 
partakes of the Holy Gifts as if they were 
administered to him by the very hands of 
the Lord”. 

His fiery faith in the miraculous vital 
action of the holy Sacrament of the Body 
and Blood of the Lord explains why he 
loved to administer them to the people and 
why, at the age of 75, he gladly remained 
on his feet for three or four hours, giving 
the communion to thousands. He called this 
grafting the fruitfull olive of Christ on arid 
branches. 

His living faith in Christ sent him out 
into the world, into the midst of the very 
people whom the Lord deigned to call His 
smaller brothers. 

After taking the Holy Orders, Father 
John was thrust among the very dregs of 
the city, the ones who once were men, 
but deprived themselves of the likeness of 
God by their vices and drink. Moved by 
the pastoral pity he helped and taught 
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them. To the one he would give boots. to 
another an overcoat, to a third a little 
money, according to the need of each. The 
cold calculations of philanthropy had no 
influence on him, he never asked what 
brought the man into the abyss, he offered 
a piece of bread to whoever needed it; 
but at the same time he laid down the 
foundation of the more sensible Christian 
charity by arranging for a work house in 
Cronstadt, which was the prototype of all 
the workhouses, which are no rarity now- 
adays all over Russia. 

His task was not limited by prayer 
and the service of the spoken word, Coming 
home after a whole day of the heaviest. 
labor among quantities of people, when it 
would be only natural to allow himself 
some rest, Father John took up his pen 
and poured out on paper his most intimate 


_ thoughts and feelings concerning God and 
_ truth, the holy Church and the Sacraments, 


sin and divine grace and the redemption 


of humanity. 


These were the diaries of Father John. | 
They were not diaries in the sense of a 
daily record of exterior events; more pro- 
perly speaking they were the gauges of his 
inner growth, of his struggle with the 
outer man and his yearnings for God. As 
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he said himself, his diaries were the records 
of ”Father John’s science of God and of 
self, acquired from experience”. They were 


the foundation of ”My life in Christ”, a 


work of his, which became since famous. 
This book ought to be the every day read- 
ing of any Christian, let alone those, who 
have a special personal regard for the ever 
to be remembered pastor. 

These rough daily records show to us 


another trait of Father John: his continual | 
watchfulness over himself, his uninterrupted | 


keeping an eye on himself, or in the words 
of Enoch his ’ walking before God”. Beco- 
ming aware of the least falling away on 
his part, he immediately castigated himself, 
lamenting his transgression and repenting 
before the eyes of the Allseeing God. 

The continual burning faith of Father 
John, which was like a taper shining before 
a sacred image, his constant severe judge- 
ment of himself, his sacrificing himself to 
the lesser brethren, in fact, his life in 
Christ made Father John what he was. His 
deeds are the fruit of the spirit. Think of 
them not as words, not even as qualities, 
but as a living incarnation, only then will 
you understand the pastor of Cronstadt. 

They were love, joy, peace, longsuffer- 
ing, faith, gentleness and abstinence. 
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Was Father John a miracle worker? 
"Who is the great God, but our God, He 
alone works miracles”. Only God can 
perform a wonder. But Father John was 
like a miraculous holy image, which was 
glorified by the Lord, before which people 
prayed and were healed. It has been so 
much prayed before, that it exudes healing. 
Thus also Father John. Burning with faith, 
he was asked, on all sides, to be the 
people’s intercessor before God. In him 
Divine mercy and human misery came in 
contact; humanity sighing for the help of 
God was heard in him, and through him 
the charity of God abundantly poured on 
men, | 


As somebody said so well, Father John 
himself was a miracle. 


And in truth, is not it miracle enough 
to be able to bring together thousands of 
people from all the ends of Russia and to = 
make them repent, in our faithless time, 
to make them cry over their sins and to 
implore God for forgivenness? 

Is not it miracle enough to be able 
merely by one’s appearance alone to spread — 
joy, enthusiasm and hope amongst thousands 
of people. wherever one came? 


Is not it miracle enough to have found- 
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ed four monasteries*), not to mention others 
which merely had the support of Father 
John, in prayer and in material help, when 
the founding of a single monastery always 
was looked upon as the most precious 
jewel in the crown of the holy Fathers, 
who founded Russian monasteries? 

Is not it miracle enough that Father 
John received something like 600,000 rou- 
bles a year from people who deemed them- 
selves fortunate when they could help, 
through Father John’s hands, the building 
of various churches, his many charities and 
the general increase of the religious enlight- 
enment? 

Such was the pastor, wen brothers 
and sisters, whom we lost in the person 
of Father John, whom we iost and whose 
Joss we bitterly lament. 

But let us stop our tears. He is 
not dead, but lives. God is living, and 
living is the soul of the deceased. He has 
migrated nearer to the source of grace and, 
standing before the throne of the Lord, he 
shall be better able to implore God for us. 


This is a day of sorrow for the outer 

*) These four monasteries are: the monastery of 

St. John in St. Petersburg, the monastery of Soursk in 

Father John’s birthplace, the Voronzoff monastery in 

Pskoff, and the Vaooloff religious community near the 
city of Ribinsk. l 
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man alone; but for the soul it is a great 
holiday, a feast of the faith and the holy 
Orthodox Church. 1 wish I could raise my 
voice over your heads and say to the whole 
of Russia: 

You, who condemn the holy church; 
you who say that it has outlived itself 
and should be replaced by other guiding 
principles of life. You who have eyes not 
to see, and ears not to hear! Have you 
been in Cronstadt yesterday, have you seen 
this naval fortress of Russia take leave of 
him who was its spiritual fortress? Have 
you seen the metropolis preparing to méet 
the lifeless body of the pastor? No, you 
shut your eyes to all this? Then, come to 
this burial and learn from our tear stained 
eyes and our breaking hearts what 
Mother Church was able to give us, what 
child she bore and brought up for us! My 
brother pastors! This is our feast, the feast 
of pastorship. Father John was the most 
complete and the most perfect embodiment 
of the ideal of a good pastor, who giveth 
his life for his sheep, and by whom our 
Lord Jesus Christ meant Himself. If we 
truly wish to be the salt of the earth and > 
the light of the world, if we truly wish to 
guide men towards perfection, to be the 
spiritual leaders of the nation, we must 
tread the path Father John trod, we must 
study his works and immitate him in faith 
and labor, in piety and in patience, in alj, 
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Dear sisters of this huly abode! You 
cry, because you have lost your father and 
benefactor. because you feel that you are 
orphans. Dont cry! for now he is nearer to 
you and shall never leave you. In him vou 
have now acquired a prior. Here will rest 
his nonorable remains. But more than that, 
here will dwell his spirit. Visit his grave 
to pray and to confess your sins, and ask 
for his advice and his tuition. Bring to his 
grave the pilgrims also, who shall walk 
there in an uninterrupted file. For the 
national footpath which leads there shall 
never be overgrown with grass. 

Dear brothers! we ought to think our- 
selves fortunate for being present at his 
burial. Let us remember his councils, let 
us immitate his profound faith and his holy 
life. 

And now let us all be united in one 
prayer, that the Lord should purify Father 
John from every speck of sin, that He 
should whiten him whiter than snow and 
receive him among the dwellers of the 
Kingdom of Heaven, who are the nearest 
to His throne. Standing by the throne of 
the king of Heaven, let Father John implore 
Him for holy Russia, for the Orthodox 
Church, for the Zar, the annointed of God, 
whom he loved so warmly, and for all of 
us, so that through Father John and 
- through us the great and glorious name of 
the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost 
should be glorified the more. 

Amen. 
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Italians on Russians. 
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Matilda Serao, a well known Italian. writer, pub- 
lihed a very interesting article, in January, in the Nea- 
~ politan daily paper “Il Giorno.” The article refers to 
the prompt and skillful help of the Russian sailors to 
the survivors of the terrible disaster of Messina. The 
following is the translation of this article: “In Mes- 
sina, amongst the piles of ruins and in the smoke of 
fires, during twenty-four hours, there groaned those 
who were buried alive, the wounded and the dying 
filled the air with their pitiful cries; and those whose 
lives was preserved were insane with terror and | 
wandered, like ghosts, in the streets, which were 
hardly recognizable because of the general destruc- 
tion. And during a whole day no help of any kind 
from anywhere. | | 

“And suddenly there appeared unknown people, with 
their eyes full of wonder, apprehension and compas- 
sion. These people came from the sea; they left their 
ships; fearlessly they climb the great stones heaped 
up in the streets, fearlessly they step into the ill-smell- 
ing water left by the tide. These people came to Mes- 
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hush them to sleep. In the morning the rough hands 
of the sailors fed the little orphans of Messina with 
milk, and the pale Slavonic faces and blue eyes smiled 
to the dusky faces and black eyes of the children of 
Sicily. 

“No one left the Russian ship without being sup- 
plied with some kind of dress, some object of clothing. 
Without any distinction everybody had his share of 
attention, and the rescued parted with their rescuers 
with tears of gratitude. Russian sailors did more than 
extracting the sufferers from under the debris of a 
ruined city, they gave them back to life and light, 
they warmed them with their breathe of love, they 
comforted them with tender solicitude and tought them 
once more to believe and to hope. 

“Let the memory of what the Russian sailors did in 
Messina be marked in the history of human compas- 
sion on an immortal page. Let the prayers and 
blessings of so many, sufferers make their life suc- 
cessful, happy and blessed.” 

On the 2nd of January, 1909, the Giornale d’ 
Italia,” a newspaper which has the largest circulation 
in Italy, Mr. Diego Angeli published an editorial un- 
der the title of “Long Life to the Sailors! Humani- 
tarian Achievements of Russians.” 

Diego Angeli writes: “I wish that all the young 
men of Italy, who always burn with fervent patri- 
otism and responsiveness, should unite in one enthu- 
siastic ‘Viva la Russia!’ That which was done by 
the officers and crews of the Russian eccadra was 
truly great and noble. ...And their activity was above 
“ll sraises. As soon as the news of the unprece- 
dented calamity spread on the island, the commander 
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of the “Makaroff,” which was stationed in Augusta, 
did not wait for any orders or ask for anybody’s ad- 
vice, but pulled up anchor and hastened at full speed 
to Messina to give the first actual help. This is not 
the place to repeat of what consisted this help, the 
narratives of the rescued eloquently speak of it.” 

The telegrams of ministers, officials and newspaper 
correspondents all end with words of admiration and 
gratitude. And in the opinion of Angeli it is neces- 
sary that Rome and all Italy should openly express 
their gratitude to the whole of the Russian nation. 
Naples met the ship, which was the first to succor 
the unfortunate sufferers, with an address of 
thanks, likewise Rome is also bound to introduce 
a glorious page in the history of the Russian navy 
by the striking of a medal in commemoration of the 
heroic deeds of its sailors and as a sign of the last- 
ing gratitude of the Italian nation. 

“Admiral Makaroff’s” arrival to Messina was fol- 
lowed by the “Glory” and the “Zessarevich.” All the 
three crews immediately began their work of salva- 
tion with a wonderful self-abnegation. An Italian 
newspaper says: “These Russians are truly wonder- 
ful—the more difficult and dangerous is the excava- 
tion, the more eager they are to undertake it.” 

The unemotional English sailors affected by the 
example of the Russians, excavated the buried alive 
as eagerly. Comparing the active help to the suffer- 
ers of the Russian and English sailors with the inac- 
tivity of the Italian naval authorities, the representa- 
tive Cologiani wired to the newspaper ‘“Pungolo,” in 
Naples, that the Italian government did not show the 
wisdom, energy and authoritativeness necessary to 
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fight the dreadful calamity. He claims that the life 
of several thousand people could be spared were the 
Italian government to lend its active help timely. 
That which was done by the Russians and the Eng- 
lish is worthy of all admiration, but, sorrowfully con- 
tinues Cologiani, it must be acknowledged that the 
Italian fleet did not deserve the gratitude which is so 
unboundedly given to strangers, but that the blame 
certainly does not rest with the cfficers and crews, 
who always go to meet any danger fearlessly. The 
naval minister, Mirabello, objected to the grave ac- 
cusations of Cologiani, but he also, as everybody else, 
concedes that the three Russian ships were the first 
to come to Messina on the day of the catastrophe, and 
that their crews accomplished wonders of compas- 
sion, which are justly appreciated. 

Mr. Vadala, the editor of one of. the Messina pa- 
pers, tells as an eye-witness that he saw a crowd of 
people trying to escape from the dreadful calamity ; 
they were hungry and thirsty, they were frightened 
beyond any measure, and had hardly any clothing on. 
Loudly but vainly they implored the Italian men-of- 
war that they should be taken aboard, or at least be 
given some bread and water. The Italian sailors 
were burning to get down and help their unfortunate 
compatriots. But their commanders remained deaf. 
The orders they eagerly waited for from the authori- 
ties did not come. In the meantime, Russian sailors 
began work. Their conduct was above all praise. 
Their beautiful organization especially made the 
strongest impression. On reaching Messina, they im- 
mediately landed and started work, arranging ambu- 
latory points in certain places, where the excavated, 
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wounded and injured people were taken and given the 
first help. The gratitude of the rescued to the Rus- 
= sians was boundless; they kissed and-embraced the 
Russian sailors and called them angels. 

The eye-witnesses tell that the worst impression 
was produced by the man-of-war “Sardinia” refusing 
to take aboard some Messinians, who, after an espe- 
cially strong earthquake, got into two or three boats 
and rowed to “Sardinia,” imploring for help. Women 
and little children implored for help on their knees, 
but in vain; neither “Sardinia” nor the other Italian 
ships made any sign of hearing their cries. Italian 
sailors and officers felt bitterly their inactivity, but 
waited for orders. The first bread and the first 
water were thrown to the sufferers from Russian 
ships. 

A contributor of the “Giornale d’ Italia” writes on 
the 5th of January, 1909: “The activity of the sail- 
ors from the Russian escadra was astounding and ex- 
traordinary. The discipline and swiftness with which 
they rescued the perishing was wonderful. During 
one day they saved numbers of people crushed by the 
ruins and carefully transported them to their ships. 
When excavating the Russians wore heavy gloves, 
which protected their hands from serious injury. 
They took immediate care that there should be hos- 
pitals.” 

King Victor Emmanuel wished to express his grati- 
tude to the Russian sailors personally, and visited 
“Zessarevich,” where he talked for a long time with 
the officers and the crew, thanking them and their 
comrades for the ready assistance they gave to so 
many perishing. 


=æ 40 — 


The force of the subterranean and subaquatic 
strokes was so tremendous that the bottom of the 
Strait of Messina was changed, and, as the light- 
houses also were destroyed, the navigation was very 
dangerous in the dark, and the ruins of what used to 
be the pier could be approached only with the great- 
est caution. And so some of the fearless Russian 
sailors, eager to begin the rescue of the stricken Mes- 
sinians, swam to the land. 

Professor Rizzo, the Director of the Observatory 
of Messina, tells in the “Giornale d’ Italia :” “I shall 
never forget the courage and self-forgetfulness with 
which the Russian sailors acted. They accomplished 
wonders of valor, excavating the ruins with a titan- 
ical power and extricating the wounded from under 
them. They displayed an unusual tenderness and a 
great power at the same time; they were provident 
and tireless, in fact they were wonderful. I think 
that Italy shall never be able to thank Russia as it 
deserves for the great help and support given at the 
bitter hour of the national calamity....I shall never 
forget, continues Professor Rizzo, how one Russian 
sailor of an athletic build, with a grave and severe 
face but with an expression of rare kindness in his 
eyes, carried in his arms a wounded old woman and 
took the tenderest care of her. Whilst the Italian 
general and officers discussed the choice of the place 
for the dressing of the wounds of the injured, the 
Russians did not lose one minute, and immediately 
started a beautifully organized ambulance.” 

The eye-witnesses especially praise the resourceful- 


ness and the sense of duty in the Russian sailors. 


Having caught a thief, who took the money from 
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those killed under the ruins and collected thus 157,000 
liras, the Russians emptied his pockets and took the 
money to the commander of the ‘Zessarevich.’ Rus- 
sian sailors also saved the treasury of the Messina 
Bank, which contained 20,000,000 ‘liras. With an as- 
tounding vigilance they appeared everywhere, where 
they were needed. They took no thought of them- 
selves. They took off their uniform clothes and put 
them on the half-naked Messinians, who shivered 
with cold. Three Russian sailors were thought 
dead when their clothes were found on some 
wounded Messinians. When “Admiral Makaroff” 
sailed from Messina to Naples with the first trans- 
ports of the injured, the crew kept only that which 
was strictly necessary for them; everything else 
was distributed among the sufferers.” 

The following can be read in “La Stampa,” a Nea- 
politan newspaper: “He who was not in Naples dur- 
ing these days can have no idea of the great signifi- 
cance of the achievement of the Russian sailors. Ital- 
ians and Russians have been until now two nations 
mutually unintelligible. Now they met at a moment 
when the sensitiveness of both was raised hundred- 
fold, when a silent look was the best answer to a groan 
of a sufferer, when it was not necessary to speak the 
same language in order to understand each other. 
And two nations which were strangers have become 
enlightened with a mutual understanding. Hencefor- 
ward they shall love each other.” , 
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Differences in the Church Boctrines of 
the Orthodox and the Romanists. 


we 
Bp the Very Rev. A. Lebedeff. 


N 


CONTINUED. 


When this teaching received its confirmation as a 
dogma, all the doubtful suppositions of the Latins 
concerning the original sin as a mere loss of the orig- 
inal righteousness and holiness, concerning the special 
creation of every separate human soul, concerning some 
vague passive conception, concerning the redemption 
in advance, etc. (34)—had also to be granted a dog- 
matical firmness. The same must be said about the 
basic dogma of Latinism, the descent of the Holy 
Ghost from, the Father “and from the Son” (Filio- 
gue). This teaching arising in Spain was taken by 
the German Emperors under their protection, and 
placed in the Creed at their insistence. After this the 
Popes of Rome also began to patronize it, and so it 
became the fundamental dogma of the Latin Church. 


The revelation does not contain it in any direct 
form, but it was also derived from it by means of in- 
ductions of the mind (from doctrine of the equality of 
the Persons of the Holy Trinity and the Holy Ghost 
being sent by the Son). Being the work of the frail 
human mind, it will always be subject to its own 

(34) See the author’s work “On the differences between 
the Eastern and Western churches concerning the Most 


Holy Virgin Mary, the Mother of God,” published in 1881 
and 1903. 
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judgment. In our opinion, the conclusion in this case 
was not drawn correctly, and therefore this doctrine 
will forever remain foreign to us, being a point of 
discord or a dead wall between us and the Latins, an 
obstacle for our union with them. In their Encycli- 
cal, the.Eastern Patriarchs give the name of heresy 
to this teaching, which spread in the western parishes, 
superseding orthodoxy through the neglect of their 
pastors of the time and the protection of those in 
power, reaching eminence in the Church and cloth- 
ing itself with the distinctive title of papacy. (35) 

To the same order belong the Latin dogmas of the 
over necessary merits of saints, the indulgences, the 
satisfaction and the purgatory. All these doctrines 
started as private opinions and, in time, having been 
taken under the protection of the teaching church, ac- 
quired the dignity of God revealed teaching only by 
its authority. 

Therefore in the Vatican edict we find an idea of 
the subject of infallibility, which is far too broad and 
entirely inconsistent with truth, an idea which con- 
tains, besides the Divinely revealed truths accepted by 
the Church, all kinds of notions concerning the vari- 
ous functions and manifestations of the Church as a 
teacher. And we repeat that it is impossible not to 
perceive in this the attempt of the papacy to justify 
all the recent inventions it has introduced into its doc- 
trine, thus drawing away from the Universal Church. 

The second point in the Vatican edict which we find 
ourselves obliged to explain concerns the question of 
the Church preserving the infallibility of the faith 
doctrine. 


(35) The Patriarchs’ Encyclical, pp. 9-Io. 
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The Vatican edict states that, in defining the doc- 
trine, the Pope possesses the infallibility with which 
the Divine Saviour deigned to invest His church. If 
we compare this teaching with ours, which makes the 
whole body of the Church the guardian of the doc- 
trine, we perceive great and essential differences, ac- 
companied by important consequences for the Latin 
Church. 

Let us examine this proposition. 

According to the Orthodox church, the guarding of 
the Divinely revealed truth, in its completeness and 
purity, is entrusted to the Church. The orthodox 
catechism teaches that all the true believers, united 
by the sacred tradition of faith, totally and success- 
ively, form according to God’s establishment—a 
Church which is the safe receptacle of the Holy Tra- 
dition, or, in the words of St. Paul, “the Church of 
the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth.” 
(I Timothy, 3-15.) St. Irenaeus writes: “It is not 
fit to seek elsewhere the truth, which is easily bor- 
rowed from the Church. For into it, as in a rich 
treasury, the Apostles have deposited in fullness all 
belonging to truth, so that everyone who desires may 
accept from it the drink of life. The Church is the 
door of life.” (“Against the heresies,” book III., 
chapter 4.) The Eastern Patriarchs speak concern- 
ing this in very much the same way: “With us the 
Warden of piety is the very body of the Church, that 
is the people.” Therefore, it is clear that in this re- 
spect we do not divide the Church in two uneven 
parts, the church that teaches and the church that lis- 
tens, which would make it seem as if the teachers of 
the church preserve its infallible teaching consciously 
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and dutifully, and the listening church, the laymen 
participate in the guardianship of truth only through 
their unconditional obedience. But this is not so; the 
care of preserving the truth is shared by all the sons 
of the Church alike, by the pastors as by the flock. 
All the believers equally must yearn for the in- 
fallibility of belief, as all are in duty bound to attain 
holiness of life. This is necessitated by our nature, 
so that we might know truth as truth; this is also 
necessitated by the very essence of truth, as the 
revelation of the all perfect Godhead; this is neces- 
sitated, moreover, by the ultimate object of revela- 
tion—the salvation of man. 

But the bookish knowledge of Divine truth is not 
enough to preserve it in purity and intactness. Such 
a knowledge is an exterior knowledge, which has but 
little importance for the preservation of truth. To- 
wards the last days of the Church of the Old Testa- 
ment, the lawyers, who were the successors of the 
prophets, were very learned theologians and were con- 
sidered Scripture scholars, possessing the keys of un- 
derstanding, yet, in the words of the Saviour, they 
proved themselves to be blind leaders, who erred not 
knowing the scriptures, nor the power of God (Mat- 
thew 22, 29; 23, 13; Luke 11, 52). They based them- 
selves on the law, they knew how many letters there 
were in the scriptures, how many various little signs, 
they were adepts in conducting disputes concerning 
the importance of the Commandments and in discuss- 
ing the signs of the times, yet they overlooked the 
most important, they did not recognize Him, about 
Whom wrote Moses and the Prophets spoke, Who was 
the expectation of nations and the salvatiort of Israel. 
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Unfortunately the same may and does happen even 
in our days. The knowledge of the Scriptures, the 
discussions of the dogmas of faith and the many 


worded eloquence concerning the Saviour are no 
guarantee of an infallible keeping of the truth of 


God. 
What, then, is necessary for this? It is necessary 


that the exterior knowledge should be accompanied by 
the interior perception, a living assimilation of truth, 
or in other words, the ordering of our lives under the 
guidance of truth. We must so think of God and so 
honor Him, as the revelation teaches us. We must 
keep that understanding of the world and maintain 
that attitude towards it, which are ordered by the 
revelation. And moreover, we must so order our 
souls and our lives as to be in harmony with the teach- 
ing of the same revelation. We must establish this 
order of our souls so firmly that it should enter our 
natures, that it should become our property, our her- 
itage, just as in every day life decency and good man- 
ners become the second nature of an educated man 
and other people’s music the property of a good pian- 
ist. When we assimilate the revealed truth with our 
whole soul, when it is, so to speak, dissolved in the 
substance of our spirit, it ceases to be a written ex- 
ternal guidance, but becomes our nature, our feature 


and the whole character of our life. In this way the 
believer attains a moral identity with truth; truth is 


realized in him (36), and the educational and salutary 


(36) St. Mary of Egypt spent 47 years in the desert in 
repentance, and attained such perfection that, having never 
learned and never seen a human face during all her stay in 
the desert, she spoke in the words of the Holy Scriptures. 
A very noteworthy fact. See the Lives of Saints for the 
I April. 
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object of the revelaton is attained. 

As we gradually assimilate the revealed truth, a 
new sense is developed within us, the feeling for truth 
and the spirit of understanding. Our Saviour said 
that “if any man will do the will of the Heavenly 
Father, he shall know of the doctrine, whether it be 
of God.” (St. John 7,17.) St. Paul expresses the 
same idea of the moral affinity between the God-lov- 
ing soul and the truth of Christ in the following 
words: “Now we have received not the spirit of the 
world, but the spirit which is of God; that we might 
know the things that are freely given to us of God; 
which things also we speak, not in the words which 
man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost 
teacheth, comparing spiritual things with spiritual; 
but the natural man receiveth not the things of the 
spirit of God: for they are foolishness unto him; 
neither can he know them, because they are spiritually 
discerned; but he that is spiritual judgeth all things, 
yet he himself is judged of no man.” (I Corinthians 
2, 12-15.) This is the way in which this holy Apostle 
describes the general law of the spiritual life, through 
which man attains grace and which is active in the 
Church. He says that it is an affinity of the spirit 
with truth, or even a complete identification with it. 
As in the material life of this earth we are able to 
understand words only in the measure we are ac- 
quainted with them by reason of our own feelings and 
experiences, so in the life of the spirit the speech of 
life eternal becomes intelligible to us only in the meas- 
ure we have lived revelation in our lives, revelation 
thus becoming the possession of our inner experience 
and consciousness. In vain we speak to the blind of 
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light and colors, to the deaf of music, to the suffering 
from feverish chills of the warmth and benificence of 
the sunrays. In the same way words of Divine im- 
port will remain unintelligible to the man who does 
not believe, who is morally diseased, and spiritually 
blind and deaf. The psychic man, who lives the life 
of the flesh, cannot perceive and accept that which is 
of the spirit of God, even were he to sit on the highest 
of the hierarchical thrones. But the believer living 
the life of the spirit judgeth spiritually all things, 
though he were but an unlearned layman. 

Pastors of the church, as teachers, were instituted 
to guide the inner life of the faithful and to look after 
the regularity of its process. We already have said 
of what consists the pastoral service: of leading the 
believers ta Christ and of bringing them into a living 
communion with Him. The teaching is but one form 
of this general duty of the pastors. In teaching, their 
duty is to give out the doctrine of Christ, not as any 
of their own interpretation, but as an objective truth, 
which can be recognized and accepted by all. Ob- | 
jective truth dwells in the consciousness of the Uni- 
versal Truth. 

After the foundation of our salvation was laid down 
by the death on the cross and the resurrection of the 
Founder of the Church, the Lord Jesus Christ, and 
after He commanded His disciples to preach the gos- 
pel to all nations and to teach them to keep all His 
commandments, the apostles, obeying His orders, in- 
stituted the Universal Church, storing in it, as in a 
rich treasury, the complete truth of Christ in its full- 
ness. Since then the Church always was conscious of | 
being a spiritual, yet a visible community of people, 
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who have the same confession of faith and therefore 
the same thoughts, the same disposition of the heart 
and motions of the will, the same attitude towards 
God and the world, the same hopes and expectations 
for the future, and who by this very sameness are 
united into one holy brotherhood. 

This union is supported, in an inner way and through 
grace, by its invisible Head, the Christ, who forever 
dwells with us and acts within us by the power of the 
Holy Ghost sent by Him; this union is also supported 
in an outer way by the pastors and teachers of the 
Church. It stands to reason that their tuition is not 
to be understood as the disclosure of something of 
their own, which the Church did not and could not 
have if it were not for them. The tuition of true pas- 
tors consists of teaching and disclosing the truth which 
already dwells in the Church and is possessed by it. 
They take their teaching from the Church and use 
it for the Church. The salutary knowledge of truth, 
which but few possess, must be imparted by the 
pastors to all, that they also progress in knowledge 
and attain the full growth of Christ. In this way, 
they progress in the understanding of truth them- 
selves and bring it to their flocks, without stepping 
out of the general church consciousness, but re- 
maining in it. 

In the orthodox understanding, this is a very pro- 
found and very important doctrine. The pastors can 


not be more than the Church—on the contrary, the 
Church is forever more than the pastors: they are 
but the organs of the universal body, but not the 
whole body. — | 

Hence we understand the spiritual bond between 
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the pastors and their flocks. They are not bound by 
authority on one side and the unconditional obẹ- 
dience on the other, but by the oneness of truth 
and the oneness of the consciousness of truth, 
or in other words, simply by the same way of 
thinking. The flocks accept and respect their pas- 
tors when they speak to them announcing the 
truth; but, on the contrary, they shun and 
reject the pastors who give falsehood for truth. 
Therefore, they do not judge the pastor by his 
authority, but by his keeping the truth. Therefore, 
the objective truth is the measure of their mutual re- 
lations, or, to use the theological language, the meas- 
ure of these relations is Orthodoxy. 

The same ideas are expressed by the Eastern Pa- 
triarchs as follows: “The Holy Fathers teach us not 
to judge the orthodoxy of doctrine according to the 
cathedra (as it is demanded by the Latins), but to 
judge the cathedra and him who occupies it, accord- 
ing to the Divine Scriptures, according to the edicts 
and definitions of the Councils and according to the 
Faith, which had been preached to all, in other words, 
according to the orthodoxy of the uninterrupted teach- 
ing of the Church.” (37) 

In conclusion, we claim that the infallibility of the 
Church rests on its interior composition, and that on 
it it rests so firmly, lastingly and unshakably that to 
deny it would be to deny the existence of any truly 
believing, righteous people, who are acceptable to God 
and in whom dwells the Spirit of God. If it was 
said of the world, that “the holy seed is its founda- 
tion,” or in other words, that the world exists by force 


(37) The Encyclical, p. 18. 


of this holy seed, the same is only the more applicable 
to the Church. So long as there exist any holy men, 
the Church will also exist, and the infallible doctrine 
of faith will also continue. And the other way: So 
long as the infallible doctrine of faith is preserved and 
the Church still exists, there will be holy men. Ac- 
cording to the word of the Lord, the last days of ex- 
treme iniquity, suffering and esamity will come to 
an end “but for the elects’ sake” (Matthew 24, 22). 
Therefore, the conclusion we draw from all this can 
be expressed in the following brief form: The in- 
fallibility of the Church reposes on its holiness, the 
Church is infallible because it is holy. 
The ideas of the Latin Church are quite different. 
According to it, the Pope possesses the gift of the 
active and passive infallibility. That is that which we 
ascribe to the whole Church, is supposed to be accom- 
plished in his person. In him the Divinely revealed 
truth is preserved in its intactness, through his con- 
sciousness it is transferred to and assimilated by the 
spirit of man and through him it becomes the posses- 
sion of the whole Church. In a word, in him, as in 
the center of a circle, is focussed all the life of the 
Church. The gift of the infallibility dwells with him 
in a passive way when he holds to the confession of 
faith (though, of course, it is possible for him not to 
do so at all), and in an active way, when he gives out 
definitions of teachings which the Church did not hold 
heretofore. This is how the papal infallibility ap- 
pears in the interpretation of the Latin theologians. 
We shall dispense with a more detailed account of 
the instances of words being used by the Latins 
without any sufficient clearness or articulateness; 


we shall try to state but the essential. 

When we hear that the Pope is personally infallible 
(see the Catechism) and that he is supplied with the 
gift of the active and the passive infallibility, we 
should naturally imagine that infallibility is always 
present in him, within in his consciousness and with- 
out in all the manifestations of his consciousness. 
But in reality we find something quite different. 
The gift of infallibility acts in the Pope sporadically, 
so to speak. 

In our preceding article, we have shown that the 
Pope’s consciousness is divided within itself. His 
private life, his life as a Christian, who is work- 
ing out his salvation together with all other 
Christians, is spent under the guidance of religion, 
and accordingly it may rise very high or it may 
descend to the most complete unbelief, depend- 
ing on his personal free will. But his public 
life and the progress of his service are spent 
under the guidance of his consciousness of him- 
self, and the higher this consciousness, the nearer the 
Pope approaches the ideal. The same division in two 
exists in the Pope’s infallible tuition. In his private 
life, in his consciousness, as a believer or a man of 
learning, he is fallible. More than this, he may be an 
atheist, a materialist, a man of dissolute morals, of 
which there exist many examples (38), but as the 


(38) “Even our century saw some of the worst successors 
of St. Peter. The scandalous life of Leo XII., his amours 
and numerous progeny from Madame Priffer of Lucerne; 
also the frivolous character and amusements of Gregory XVI., 
which were described with so many details in a recently 
published work of a Roman Catholic author, go to prove that 
the civilization and intellectual progress in the XIXth cen- 
tury had little or no influence on the improvement of the 
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Pope, as the chief high priest, he is the vessel of the 
Holy Ghost and, therefore, infallible. The Pope’s 
fallibility is discussed by the Latin theologians in the 
following way: When the Pope expresses his own 
private opinions, as a man of learning and an author, 
. without giving out any edicts for the acceptance of the 
Universal Church, he may err just like any other sci- 
entist. Bellermine gives it out as a universally rec- 
ognized axiom that as a private man of science, the 
Pope may err, through ignorance, even in questions 
of faith and morals. The same writer goes even fur- 
ther: according to him, it is also a generally accepted 
proposition that, in disputable or private questions, 
the Pope may err even in company with a whole 
Ecumenical Council. In brief, the gift of in- 
fallibility does not depend on the person of the 
Pope or his moral condition, but goes with his | 
office, namely, with the discharge of his ser- 
vice (39). As an individual, the Pope may 
resist the Holy Spirit, he may dwell in ig- 
norance and error, he may be a vessel of falsehood 
and sin. But the moment he begins to speak as an 
ecumenical teacher, the Spirit of God speaks with his 
mouth, and the infallible knowledge of the Divinely 
revealed truth is disclosed to all the world. Even a 
Pope, who is not free from vices, may be infallible as 
the teacher of the Universal Church, for the Holy Ghost 
did once speak through the mouth of the wicked arch- 
‘scandalous ways of the supposed stewards of Christ. If the 
above is true, we are, thus, brought to 1846, so that the high 
priesthood of the late Pope alone stands between this state- 
ment and the present time.” “The Indubitable superiorities 
of the Orthodox Catholic Church,” by Overbeck, 1883, pp. 


107-108 
(30) ‘Das glauhenprincip von ROhm,” pp. III-II2, 
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priest Caiaphas (St. John 11, 51). And an altogether 
ignorant Pope also may be infallible, according to the 
Jesuit father Erberman, for once upon a time the 
Lord pointed out the right way to men by opening 
the mouth of Balaam’s ass (Numbers 22, 27-30). We 
have examples in the Latin Church of Popes, who 
were great sinners, but who nevertheless made defini- 
tions under the action of the Holy Spirit. This hap- 
pened to Pope John XXIII. In the judgment of the 
Council of Constance, he was a stiff-necked man and 
a persistent sinner, a lawless man, who had been justly 
accused of murder, of poisoning and other grave 
transgressions; he was said to have made a trade of 
holy things, to be an obdurate heretic and a godless 
materialist, who affirmed that the human soul dies and 
is extinguished together with the body. Yet the Ro- 
man Church,accepted his canonization of Brigit, whom 
the dying Pope Gregory XII. ordered to be expelled 
from Rome as a dreamer, who was harmful for the 
Church. Therefore, the Church accepted that in this 
case Pope John XXIII. acted under the inspiration of 
the Holy Ghost, as an infallible teacher. (40) 

And so it seems that between the guardian of truth 
the Pope and the truth he guards there is no moral 
kinship of identity. The presence of the Holy Ghost 
is connected with his person in a purely exterior way, 
so to speak, in a forced and mechanical way. The 


)40) The right of canonizing new saints and announcing 
miracle working images belongs to the Popes, since Pope 
Alexander III.; see “Concerning Relations,” by Vostokoff, 
part II., p. 55. Text V., Dominik Gravina (XVIII. century), 
Duval (died 1638), Michael Maukler (about 1640), Gregory 
de Valencia and others, all claim the canonization of saints 
as a prerogative of the infallibility. See Overbeck’s “Indubit- 
able advantages of the Orthodox, Church,” 1883, p. 85. 
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salutary action of the Spirit of God passes through 
him without touching either his mind or his heart, | 
without leaving any trace on his consciousness. It is 
not the Pope who ‘is infallible, but his office, his papal 
action. For, as Professor Röhm (41) says, “the 
Church does not need the person as such, but the of- 
fice.” Consequently, the infallibility of the Church 
does not rest on its holiness, as it does in our opinion, 
but on the papal office. The Church is not infallible 
because it is holy, but because it is supplied with a 
high priest, through whom the Holy Ghost acts when- 
ever circumtances demand. Thus is perverted 
the fundamental law of the life of the Church. Holi- 
ness, which is the very fundamental condition, is 
thrust aside and replaced by the papal office, a totally 
different and new condition, which is entirely casual 
and essentially unthinkable. This is the opus opera- 
tum in its extreme phase, which amounts to absurdity. 
If, in this wise, the head of the Church does not 
learn truth by means of the moral transmutation 
into the essence of spirit, if, moreover, the pres- 
ence of the Holy Spirit in this head is understood 
in a purely exterior sense, what is, then, to be 
said about the Church itself? What is the part 
the Church takes in thé preservation of the 
infallible truth? What is the part of all the 
faithful? If we accepted the Latin inter- 
pretation of the word and talked of the infallibility of 
tuition, it would be obvious that the lower layers of 
the pyramidal edifice of the Church have no part in its 
infallibility, for teaching is no concern of theirs. But 


(41) Röhm, page 109: “Denn nicht die Person als solche, 
als das Amt is der Kirche nothwendig.” 
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if we take the idea of infallibility in the sense of the 
preservation of truth, that is in our sense, which is 
partly admitted by the Latins also, the lower layers of 
the Church must take part in it, but the laymen’s part 
is different from the part of the Pope and the clergy, 
being special in character and peculiar to them: 
namely, their part in the preservation of the infalli- 
bility of the Church is passive. The whole Church 
under the leadership of the Pope is gifted with the 
passive infallibility. 

We know that faith, as a virtue of active character, 
is no especially Latin virtue, but that uncondttiona! 
obedience is. The listening Church takes part in the 
preservation of the infallibility by accepting the teach- 
ing without reservation, because for a Roman Catho- 
lic the teaching authority is the rule of faith. A Ro- 
man Catholic must not and does not know the truth as 
it is; he must study it as it is given out by the Pope 
and in strict coordination with his whole system. 
Every independent motion on the part of a Roman 
Catholic in the region of faith and knowledge is in- 
criminating, for it is a sign of doubting the very theory 
of papacy and may lead to an attempt to verify it by 
the revealed truth, which, in the eyes of the true pap- 
ists, amounts to heresy or to protestantism. Hence 
we can understand the character of Roman Catholic 
education. Nowhere are the schools so one-sided and 
so exclusive as in the Roman Catholic countries. 
Young men trained in Roman Catholic schools often 
lose completely the faculty of thinking correctly, of 
considering dispassionately other people’s opinions, of 
attempting to see the point of view of their opponents 
and of judging things as they are. .There is no objec- 
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tive truth for them, they do not know it exists. 

In this respect Romanism represents a whole which 
is well closed and carefully. protected from all outside 
influences, and the dangers and temptations that are 
inevitable on the path of free and independent 
thought. Perhaps, this state of affairs would be 
praiseworthy if it did not go against the nature of 
man, depriving him of that freedom for the preser- 
vation of which the Creator Himself chose such an 
extreme measure as the incarnation and the passion 
of the Son of God. 

Consequently it can be said that in the Latin Church 
the cognition of truth is as exterior for its head the 
Pope, as it is exterior for all who compose the Church. 

Hence the character of the Roman theology be- 
comes clear in general. It has no impetus to learn 
the laws of the life of the spirit, it is not cautious 
to be articulate im its ideas and exact in its expres- 
sions. But it is extremely careful of the logical 
process of the thought and of the exteriorly correct 
contsruction of the system. Scholastict is the term, 
which explains all its peculiarities, its whole char- 
acter. Scholastic theology is the fruit of the ex- 
terior cognition of truth. This explains the many 
points of resemblance between Romanism and 
the Phariseeism of the Old Testament. The Latin- 
ism is a reproduction of the wisdom of the Scribes 
and the Pharisees. The resemblance is especially 
apparent in the system of morality of the Jesuits. 

The Christian law of love and of the eternal 
ascent from one perfection to another is understood 
in these scholastics in a purely exterior way in the 
sense of the law of works in the Old Testament, or 
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line a code of prescriptions and commandments, 
which are neither bound together nor permeated 
by the law of love of the New Testment. As in 
the Old Testament so in Latinism the fulfillment 
of the law is considered a possible task. As in the 
former it insured the right to bliss, so in the latter 
it gives the right to merit and salvation. In the 
olden times the unwise zeal for the law was de- 
nounced by St. Paul and furnished him with a pre- 
text for the revelation of the doctrine of justifica- 
tion by the men’s faith in Christ. And in our day 
the onesided Latinism called forth a similar de- 
nunciation, which took the form of another ex- 
treme, the Lutheranism. 


(3). Now let us turn to the characteristics of 
the infallible papal edicts. As we saw above, the 
Pope does not possess the unconditional infallibility, 
as a person he is fallible equally with all others, 
but he is infallible when he speaks from his cathe- 
dra, ex cathedra, that is when he is fulfilling his 
service, as the pastor and teacher of all the Chris- 
tians. 


The question arises naturally when is it then that 
he is speaking er cathedra? How is the faithful 
Catholic to know? By what signs is he told to 
know the infallible edicts from the fallible, the 
pure Divine truth from the harmful admixtures of 
falsehood? Where is the line which separates the 
personal opinions of the Pope from his cathedral 
edicts? For the Romanist it is perfectly indis- 
pensable to have a direct and clear answer to all 
these questions. To begin with there are very 
many papal edicts. Therefore one cannot help ask- 
ing: are all of them to be taken for edicts ex cathe- 
dra, or only some, and if only some, then which of 
them exactly? For instance, the Pope Sizt V. pub- 
lished a Latin translation of the Bile, which he cor- 
rected himself, and bound all the Catholics, under 
penalty of anathema, to accept it as if it were the 
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original. Later on this translation proved to be 
quite inaccurate and to be full of mistakes, so that 
it became hecessary to forbid its circulation. From 
this it is clear that the order of the Pope was not 
spoken ex cathedra. Therefore we ask: How were 
the Catholics to distinguish this mistaken edict of 
the Pope from others, which were not mistaken. 

Is the syllabus of Pius IX., which the govern- 
ments of Catholic countries forbade to be an- 
nounced in their churches, also an edict ex cathe- 
dra? Pope Leo XIII. issued an edict concerning 
Thomas Aquinas, in which the latter was made a 
doctor of the Church and his theology was pro- 
nounced a model of systematic theology. Is this 
edict to be considered as cathedral, infallible and 
final? To our mind, it is not; but what do the 
Roman Catholics themselves think on the subject, 
and what is to guide their opinion in this case? 

Moreover, besides the great number of the papal 
edicts, there is also the difficulty of some of them 
being contradictory to the others. For instance, 
in spite of the demands of the Emperor Charle- 
magne, Pope Leo III. did not consent to introduce 
into the Creed the Spanish innovation of Filioque, 
and in order to protect the Creed from any such 
attempts against its intactness in the future he 
caused the Creed to be engraved on two slabs and 
had them fastened on the cathedral walls. And 
Pope Benedict VIII. introduced this addition to 
the Creed (42) in 1014 or 1015, as the Emperor 
Henry insisted on it, and since then this innova- 
tion has grown to be an accepted dogma of the 
Latin Church. Therefore, the question is which of 
these two Popes acted infallibly ? 

The question of the Creed is of ecumenical im- 
portance, and it cannot be said by any means that 


(42) Histoire du Schisme des Grecs, par le p Louis de 
Maimbourg de la Compagnie de Jesus, Paris, oor G p. 199. 
Also see Handhich der Att Geechinhte, von Mergenr6ther, 


1880, I. B. p. 630. 


—— 6) — 


either of the Popes acted as a private person and 
not as the ecumenical teacher. 

The Pope Eugene IV., in his bulls to the Council 
of Basel, first acknowledged the resolution of the 
Council of Contance concerning the Councils’ su- 
premacy over the Popes and denied it later on. 
This also is a question of universal importance, for 
the Romanists at least, yet we must ask again when 
did Eugene IV. act ex cathedra, when accepting the 
supremacy of the Councils or when rejecting it? 


Pope Clement XIV. condemned and abolished the 
Order of the Jesuits, and Pius VII. re-established 
it: which of them acted as the ecumenical teacher 
and which as a private person? The Order of the 
Jesuits is of supreme importance in the Roman 
Church, and any edict concerning it must neces- 
sarily be taken for cathedral. Yet whom are we to 
believe? 

Then in what manner the cathedral edicts are to 
be known from the non-cathedral? The very term 
ex cathedra does not contain any indications as to 
where we are to draw the line between the two. 
It is two conventional and too elastic. It may be 
made either narrow or broad, ad libitum, which 
ought not to be in such important matter as the 
discerning of Divine truth from private decisions 
subject to mistakes and changes. 


In the Eastern Orthodox Church no such ques- 
tion can possibly arise. We, the orthodox, dis- 
tinguish between the decisions of the Ecumenical 
and the Local Councils. To the former we ascribe 
an ecumenical importance, the latter we think im- 
portant only for local churches, forthey failed to 
pass through the unanimous conscience of a Ecu- 
menical Council. This is both clear and simple. 

However, the Papists cannot consider this way 
of looking at the ecumenical edicts as clear and as 
simple as ourselves. Therefore we shall dwell on 
this point and try to make it clear. 
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It is perfectly incomprehensible for the adherents 
of papism that we do solve the question of the 
ecumenicity of this or that Council, accepting some 
and pronouncing some of them merely local, and 
that we do so without the authority of Popes, whom 
we do not accept. Chaplain Bartan, a Bohemian 
writer who is a great supporter of papacy, writes: 
“Who is the established judge of such matters 
amongst the Eastern? The Greeks teach as we do 
that the Ecumenical Councils act by Divine stew- 
ardship and Divine authority and that their de- 
cisions concerning the questions of faith are in- 
fallible. But we ask who amongst them is to judge 
whether a given Ecumenical Council acted by 
Divine stewardship and Divine authority and had 
truly solved a question of faith infallibly, not by 
any human reasoning or conceit, merely imagining 
it acted under the inspiration of the Holy Ghost? 
Is it possible to have this question solved by a 
judge invested but with human authority and sub- 
ject to errors and mistakes? (Can the infallible 
Divine decree acquire the strength of authenticity 
from the fallible human judgment? How can we 
become certain as to the infallibility of a Council, 
when there arise doubts concerning it? When the 
supreme infallible judge of ecumenicity the Pope is 
excluded from a Council, are there any signs left 
which would make doubt impossible? Does not a 
Council without this infallible judge become a mere 
illusion, a phantasy, a self-deception? Or may be, 
the Greeks think, that the preceding Council is con- 
firmed by the following, and that one by the fol- 
lowing again, and so on? But this is a vicious circle 

bf we cannot understand how it is possible 
to commit such outrages on logics. Once upon a 
time the Greeks were a philosophical nation, but 
this was long ago, two thousand years have gone 
by since” (43). 


(43) Studie o. Cirkvi Ruske. / II v. Cirkvi Ruske tre 
papezu, p. 24-25. 
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In this heated way our opponents dispute our 
points, not noticing, that it is they who are in a 
vicious circle. 

This attitude towards the matter is extremely 
unscientific and shows all the onesidedness of the 
Latin thought. The author perceives the lack of 
logics in the East from the point of view of the 
Papal infallibility, an unknown quantity, which is 
first to be found and proven. The author repre- 
sents to himself this infallibility as some exterior 
authority which stamps this or that decision of the 
Bishops with its own seal and so establishes its 
ecumenical importance. The author does not see 
that we acknowledge the Church to have its own 
consciousness, that it always was and still is con- 
scious of itself as an undivided community, which 
is always identical and true to itself. From this 
point of view it is the Romanists and not the Ortho- 
dox who deserve the reproach for the absence of 
logie. 

We shall explain it further: 

Any society with a definite statute knows exactly 
which of its meetings 1s general and which is merely 
local. And when it sends delegates to its meetings 
it has the right to decide whether these delegates 
had acted according to the power of attorney with 
which they were invested and whether they de- 
cided the questions they were sent to decide in the 
interests of the society or against them. Something 
similar can be said, in a better and a more perfect 
sense, concerning the Church. It knows its own 
Councils and clearly distinguishes between the 
Ecumenical and the Local. It has its own repre- 
sentatives, the Bishops, the care-takers of local 
churches. 

When Bishops are asked to a Council, whether 
by lay powers, superior hierarchy, or other hier- 
archs in need of brotherly help, the general church 
needs or questions, which are to be discussed by the 
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Council, are announced to them beforehand. 
Therefore the Bishops going to a Council know the 
subject under examination and bring with them the 
ready confession of their churches, as their repre- 
sentatives and caretakers, not for the revelation of 
new dogmas, but for the confession and preserva- 
tion of the unity and purity of the dogmas of faith, 
held and professed by all the churches; also for 
the detection of heretical errors and distortions. 
The ecumenical unanimity of local churches among 
themselves is established by the means of the com- 
parison of local confessions; and the identity of the 
coniession in time is established by the means of 
comparing local confessions with the confes- 
sions of the Fathers of preceding centuries. The 
Church is one in its teaching and confession in 
all time. At the same time by the comparison of 
local confessions, the general confession is built up, 
which is purified and freed from all provincial pecu- 
liarities in language and expression. In this wise 
the universal Creed was composed by the two first 
Councils. In the same wise ecumenical decisions 
were formed by the other Councils. The defini- 
tions of faith arrived at in this way were signed 
by all the Bishops who were present, and the for- 
mula of the signature was the following: defining 
signed. The signature of every Bishop was asked 
not that the infallibility of the Council’s resolutions 
should be confirmed, but that his agreement with 
the Council’s decision, as the ecumenical confes- 
sion, should be established. The decision received 
an ecumenical significance not because of the signa- 
ture of this or that Father, but because of the 
unanimous confession of the definition of faith. 
For this reason those who did not sign renounced 
their union with the Church, creating dissent and 
giving force to the heresy, condemned by the Coun- 
cil; they were excommunicated and were believed 
to be out of communion with the Church. 
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Thus John, Bishop of Antioch, remained out of 
communion with the Church so long as the deci- 
sion of the Third Council, condemning the heresy 
of Nestorius, was not signed by him. Thus were 
excommunicated the monophysit Bishops, who re- 
jected the Fourth Council, which condemned 
Eutichius. Thus the Armenian Church was out of 
communion, not having been present at this Coun- 
cil and having through a misunderstanding rejected 
its definition of faith. 

This is why the Councils treasured the signatures 
of the Bishop of Rome. His refusal to sign did not 
deprive the definition of faith of its power and im- 
portance, but it would create dissent and scandal 
in the Church, and thus it only strengthened heresy. 


The Fathers of the Councils returned to their 
flocks with the signed decree. The Orthodox flocks © 
never were inactive onlookers of the Ecumenical 
Councils. Having no right to be teachers, they 
took part in the Council because of the sameness 
of their opinion and by their sympathy with the 
Orthodox side of the Council. The flocks who re- 
fused to receive their pastors, excommunicated 
themselves from the Church by this very act. 


In this way, an Ecumenical Council expresses in 
a short formula the one confession of all the 
churches and returns this formula to the churches 
that they should guard the truth expressed in it 
from the lack of understanding and heretical dis- 
tortions. It is clear, therefore, that the Church 
cannot ‘fail to know its Ecumenical Councils, no 
more than human societies can fail to know their 
general meetings. The importance of Ecumenical 
Councils does not depend so much on the number 
of the Bishops coming together as on the ecumeni- 
- cal gravity of questions they decide. 

However, if the Latin theologians insist upon 
some signs in harmony with our point of view, we 
may point out the following, though no signature 
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of any particular Bishop is one of them: 

1. It is necessary that the Bishops should come 
to the Council for no terrestrial reason or object, 
but in the name of Christ, for the preservation of 
the Orthodox teaching and the Orthodox Catholic 
Church. | 

2. It is necessary that at the Council, also in the 
mame of Christ, there should be a feeling of the 
invisible presence of. the Holy Ghost, and that the 
discussions should be free, unanimous and per- 
meated with brotherly love. 

And it is necessary that the decisions of the 
Council should be accepted by all the churches, 
even by those which were not present at the Coun- 
cil. 

By saying that the Bishops should come to the 
Council for no earthly object, but in the name of 
Christ, we reject all political aims and all terrestrial 
profits, but on the contrary bring forward the at- 
titude of pure grace in the relation between the 
pastors and Christ their Head, which alone makes 
the help of the Holy Ghost and the infallible de- 
crees possible. When we say that it is necessary 
that the Council should strictly preserve freedom 
in the exchange of opinions, unanimity and brother- 
ly love, by so doing we condemn all violent action, 
as for instance the action of Dioscoros, Bishop of 
Alexandria, during the Council of Ephesus. 
When we say that it is necessary that the Council 
should be accepted by the whole Church, by so 
doing we merely confirm the ecumenical unanimity 
of the churches. For instance we claim that the 
Seventh Council was ecumenical, because it 
was accepted by the whole Church unanimously, 
though the Patriarchates of Alexandria, Antioch 
and Jerusalem were represented only by the two 
patriarchal envoys (44). . 

By these signs, pastors as well as the flock, can 


(44) See Acts of the Councils, Vol. VII., pp. 359, 205. 
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judge perfectly sanely which of the Councils were 
ecumenical and Orthodox and which were not. 
For instance the Council of Florence, accepted by 
the Latin Church, is rejected by us because it does 
not answer the above described signs. Our reasons 
are the following: 


I. This Council was not called together in the 
name of Christ, but for the sake of earthly objects 
—by coming into union with Rome the Emperor 
of Bysantium hoped to secure the help of the 
West against the Turks, which already were 
threatening Constantinople, and the Pope in calling 
a Council in Italy hoped to deprive the Council of 
Basel of its authority, for this latter Council 
threatened him with excommunication and yet had 
to be accepted by him as a superior power; besides 
- the Pope hoped, in this instance, to subjugate the 
unruly East to the rule of Rome. — 

2. The discussions of this Council were not con- 
ducted spontaneously and freely, for the Pope and | 
the Emperor both exercised their influence 
consequently the discussions were fruitless, the op- 
ponents kept to their opinions, and the question of 
the Roman innovations was not solved. 

3. When the final treaty was composed the pas- 
tors on either side were not guided by the truth 
of Christ, as it used to be in the past, but cunning » 
and crookedness—the Greeks tried to arrange for 
such a formula, which would allow them to make 
as few concessions as possible, and the Latins tried 
to get by it as much as possible; the Council was 
not crowned by the desirable communion; the 
Greek Bishops were merely present at the Roman 
Liturgy and none of them officiated, contrary to 
the wish of the Pope . . . . ; and when the 
Greeks proposed to celebrate a solemn mass in the 
presence of the Pope, they were not permitted to 
do so. 

And so what is to be said about a Council of this 
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kind! . . .. It is easy to understand why the 
Eastern Bishops, who consented to the union with 
Rome, were not received back by their flocks, on 
their return from Italy, and repented their treason 
to Orthodoxy in the silence of monastic isolation. 
The Eastern Church formally rejected this Coun- 
cil, on the grounds of its illegality. . . . The 
Russian Bishops acted in the same way: in 1441 
they condemned their Metropolitan Isidor for his 
taking part in the Council of Florence and accept- 
ing the union; since then Russia never accepted 
any Metropolitans from Constantinople, Isidor be- 
ing its last Greek Metropolitan (45). 

In the above we had an opportunity to describe 
how definitions of faith are made in the Eastern 
Church, how the pastors take part in them and how 
they are accepted by the flocks. 

After this we shall understand how different is 
the attitude of the Latin Church towards the cathe- 
dral definitions of faith. 

Professor Rohm gives a detailed explanation of 
the term ex cathedra, in the work we have men- 
tioned above. . . . He argues: “The Bishops in 
the work of teaching are the stewards of Jesus 
Christ; they were established by the Holy Ghost 
to guide and rule the Church; they are the angels 
of the churches, the embassadors of God, the pil- 
lars and foundation of the Church; the successors 
of the Apostles, possessing their authority in full; 
they are the branches that grew from the Apostles; 
the sons who have inherited all that the Fathers 
owned.” But immediately after this the author 
begins gradually to restrict the dignity of the 


(45) Some venerable Jesuit Fathers, visiting me in 
Prague, frequently conversed about the union on the basis 
of the Council of Fleronce. Avoiding polemics with my own 
guests, I kept silent at first, but the guests resuming the 
same theme again and again and reproaching the Orthodox 
with breaking their sworn promise, I was forced to tell 
them all what I tried to express above. 
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Bishops and to belittle the importance of their ser- 
vice to the Church. He goes on to say, that the 
Bishops are not free from error or from giving out 
falsehood for truth. History holds many examples, 
he says, of Bishops falling into heresy, of their 
going against the truth and persecuting it—there- 
fore the Bishops are not infallible. Then where is 
infallibility? And the answer is in the union of the 
Bishops with the Pope. 

To preserve unity in the Church it is necessary 
that there should be a centre which would connect 
everything. This centre was given to the Apostles 
in the person of Peter, and to the Bishops in the 
person of the Pope. Peter and the Pope are synon- 
ims; the decree of the Pope is a decree of Peter. 
To be in communion with the, Pope is the same as 
bezng in communion with Peter. Peter continues 
to live in the Pope. In the person of the Pope, 
Peter sits on the Apostolic throne and directs the 
rudder of the Church. On this foundation, the 
confession of Peter or the faith of the supreme head 
and foundation of the Church is not merely the 
foremost and highest authority of the Church, it is 
its fundamental authority, which is the rule for 
everything else (normirende). Therefore it be- 
hooves the Pope to compose Creeds. A new edi- 
tion of the Creed, says Thomas Aquinas, may be- 
come possible in order to palliate the newly arisen 
errors. It is given to the authority of the Pope to 
edit the new Creed, and the authority of this Creed 
is to be the last expression of what all the faithful 
must believe and on what they must base their 
faith (46). 

The teaching of the Bishop of Rome is the teach- 
ing of Peter; he occupies the cathedra of Peter, and 
is the chief and supreme teacher, against whom 
there is no appeal. . . . , he is the teacher of the 
Universe. ; 


(46) Summa 2, 21, 1 Art. X. 
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Infallibility is the unalienable prerogative of 
Peter’s primacy. 

Owing to the presence of the Holy Ghost, the 
papal decrees ex cathedra are infallible in them- 
selves and not because of the approval and consent 
of the Episcopate. But this does not (?) mean that 
the decree ex cathedra in faith and morals is in- 
fallible without the consent of the Bishops. 

On the contrary the Pope and Bishop form one 
whole. As the head cannot live without the limbs, 
so the limbs cannot live without the head. 

This solidarity is also in full force in connection 
with the papal decrees ex cathedra. ‘They are in- 
fallible and unchangeable in themselves, and not 
because of the consequent acceptance of the teaching 
church. But a dcree ex cathedra can take place 
only when the Pope gives it out in his capacity of 
the head of the teaching church organism. As an 
individual he may separate himself from the epis- 
copate and persist in error and unbelief, whether 
openly or in secret. But he cannot do that whilst 
at the head of the Episcopate, and he is that only 
whilst giving out these decrees, because then he, ac- 
cording to the promise of the Lord, remains in union 
with the Episcopate. 

Such are the theological commentaries on the 
Vatican expression excathedra. Therefore the 
Pope is infallible not when taken separately from 
the Episcopate, but in union with at least some 
part of the Bishops and addressing the whole 
Church. 

Rohm goes on: “This dogma is not a novelty. 
It does not change the dogma of the infallibility of 
the Church. On the contrary, owing to it, that 
which .used to be obscure, implicite, has now be- 
come explicite, clear and precise. There always 
existed the idea, that in the gravest disputes of the 
matters of Scripture and Tradition, if the Bishops 
disagree, a supreme and infallible authority is to 
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be found in the Pope speaking ex cathedra. Also 
there existed the opinion, that such a decree ey 
cathedra the Pope can give concerning disputable 
questions only after having carefully investigated 
them in union with the Episcopate, in council or 
out of council. Also there existed the opinion that 
after such a decree is given out, it must be obeyed 
in future by all the disagreeing Bishops as well as 
by all the believers, if they wish to remain in union 
with the Church. 

“Decrees of faith made by the greater or lesser 
number of Bishops, after a general deliberation, in- 
vestigation and discussion of the points of Scripture 
and Tradition, had the profoundest respect of the 
Church, but had no generally binding authority. They 
become binding only if the Pope proclaimed them to be 
such. A gathering of Bishops of one nation or pro- 
vince or of their majority acquires the character of 
a Catholic Ecumenical Council, owing to such a con- 
firmation of their resolutions. The definitions of 
faith of a Council approved by the Pope become in- 
fallible not because of the papal confirmation, but 
because the Bishops, when issuing them, were in the 
state of the union of faith with the cathedra of Rome. 
The confirmation of the Pope is necessary to the Bis- 
hops and to all the believers only that they should 
know that they are in league and communion with the 
head of the Church. Something similar takes place 
in relation to our sins. They must be confessed, 
though our complete repentance had destroyed them 
already. 

“When the cathedral decrees of the Pope take place, 
the deliberation of. Bishops follows it, but when the re- 


solutions of a local Council are confirmed their de-, 
liberations precede the decree. But at an Ecumenical 
Council the Pope and the Bishops are the witness, the 
guardians and the judges of faith at the same time. 
An Eumenical Council consists of the Pope and the 
Bishops together. | 

“It is not necessary that all the Bishops should be 
present to have a council ecumenical. It is enough 
that an invitation should be sent to all and that all 
should know about it. The number of the actually 
present is of no importance. It is quite satisfactory 
if there are Bishops enough to represent the whole 
Church. The Councils receive their importance from 
the dignity and the authority of the supreme priest. 
If he is present a hundred Bishops are enough, 
teaches Melchior Canus (47), but if he is absent it is 
of no account if there is a multitude of them.” 

This commentary, though at first sight so har- 
monious, after a more careful examination proves to 
be too artificial, too inconsistent and contradictory to 
the doctrine of the headship of the Pope. 

Speaking about the Bishops, the author is in an al- 
most perfect accord with the ideas of the past; he 
quotes the expressions of the Scriptures and the holy 
Fathers, of St. Ignatius, St. Cyprian and others. 

But the moment he speaks: of the Pope, all that he 
said about the Bishops fades away and becomes value- 
less. Bishops are fallible both in their private life 
and their office, yet, speaking of the Ecumenical Coun- 
cils, the author seems to ascribe to them at least 
some importance for the infallibility of their decrees. 


~ (47) Das Glaubenprincip der Katolischer Kirche von 
Röhm, p.p 74-119. 
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Likewise about the Pope. In one place he is identified 
with St. Peter, in another he is said to be fallible with 
or without the Council. Then, it is stated that it 1s 
possible for the Pope to persist in disbeltef and error 
both openly or in secret. And in conclusion, infalli- 
bility is ascribed not to papal office, but to the oneness 
of the Pope and the Epicopate, the infallibility being 
here represented as a sort of a liquid for ever chang- 
ing its place: it is on the side of the ‘Episcopate, when 
the Episcopate decides on the questions of faith and 
the Pope merely bears witness by his signature to his 
union with it; but it is on the side of the Pope, when 
the Episcopate expresses its agreement to his decree, 
often a silent agreement. Yet this new condition of 
the union of the Pope and the Episcopate necessarily 
presupposes other conditions. In order that the union 
of the Pope with the Episcopate should be a guarantee 
that the decree is cathedral and therefore infallible, 
it is necessary that the members of the Episcopate 
should be unanimous among themselves, but this unan- 
imity did not and does not exist, especially with this 
conditional and broad understanding of the subject of 
infallibility. 

In the question of the Immaculate Conception of the 
Holy Virgin, for instance, this unanimity certainly 
did not exist. Eighteen Bishops, some of whom were 
men of a solid theological education and of wide in- 
fluence, warned Pius IX. from the declaration of this 
dogma, as an innovation which may bring on the 
Roman Church the reproach that it invents new dog- 
mas. This unanimity did not exist at the Council of 
Vatican either. Out of the 764 Fathers of this Coun- 
cil, 163 left Rome under various pretexts, 81 took 
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no part in the voting at all, 91 abstained from giving 
their votes, 61 agreed conditionally, 85 voted against 
the papal infallibility and only 283 unconditionally 
agreed with the Vatican decree. What kind of a 
unanimity can be spoken of here, after this? 

If, therefore, there is no unanimity among the Bis- 
hops, and the infallible truth is established by the 
casting of votes alone, it stands to reason that it is the 
Pope’s right eithér to join the majority, or to accept 
and confirm the opinion of the minority. And if this 
is so, and if, as the Latin theologians teach, the pres- 
ence of a hundred Bishops is sufficient to establish 
the Episcopate’s solidarity with the Pope, such a union 
of the Pope with the Episcopate can offer no possible 
guarantee whatever, that the papal decree was cathe- 
dral and therefore infallible. 

But even if we leave all this out, the theory of 
papal supremacy, exalting the Bishops of Rome and 
belittling all other Bishops, gives rise to the following 
question: can the Episcopate offer any authority, at 
all, in the making of edicts? In the light of the theory 
of papal supremacy it cannot. The Bishops are the 
vicars of the*Pope, they swear their allegiance to him, 
as to their master, and are related to him, as the pres- 
byters are related to their Bishop. They came to 
the Councils by an invitation from the Pope, as his 
vicars. As vicars they occupy themselves with those 
questions only which the Pope tells them to consider, 
and they decide these questions also as his vicars, in 
the sense and direction which are suggested by the 
Pope. Can, then, the union of the Pope with a coun- 
cil like this be considered truly a guarantee of in- 
fallibility ? 
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As vicars of the Pope, the Latin Bishops cannot 
represent their flocks and their flocks’ confessions, as 
it used to be in the ancient Church and as it still is in 
the Eastern Church. The Latin Bishops represent 
to their flocks the Pope, whose mates and vicars they 
are, but when taking part in a Council, they do not 
stand for the confession of their flocks, but merely 
bear witness to their flocks’ submission and uncondi- 
tional obedience. All they can do at a Council is to 
testify that their flocks truly are a part of the listen- 
ing Church, that their churches firmly hold to all the 
teachings which are issued by the cathedra of St. 
Peter in Rome. 

Before the dogma of the Immaculate Conception of 
the Holy Virgin was proclaimed, the Bishops were 
questioned concerning the attitude of their churches, 
but this was nothing like the similar questioning of 
antiquity; the Bishops were merely questioned to 
make sure that the rosaries, medals, pictures and 
prayers, which were directed to this end have accom- 
plished their task, and that the proclamation of the 
new dogma will find no obstacles. 

The answers of the majority of Bishops+-excepting 
18, who protested personally, not in the name of their 
flocks—quieted the apprehensions of those, who guid- 
ed this undertaking, and the dogma was proclaimed. 

Cathedral edicts of this kind are no guarantee of 
infallibility. 

Therefore, the condition of the union of the Pope 
with the Episcopate is no condition of his speaking 
ex cathedra. 

And it can hardly be thought that the Popes them- 
selves would be willing to accept this condition. The 
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Popes need not consult their helpers, who receive 
every gracious gift from them, are at their mercy for 
their pastorship and teach the people under their 
guidance. What could be added to the authority of 
the Popes? Can the superior borrow from the in- 
ferior, can a father borrow from his children, or 
the head from the body? The organs of the body are 
needed by the head only to accomplish its will. 

Therefore obeying the strict logics, we affirm that 
the papal edicts are not subject to change and the 
union of the Pope with the Bishops has nothing to do 
with the Popes’ speaking ex cathedra. This latter 
idea is borrowed from the practice of the ancient 
Church and has no reference to the Latin Church. 
Yet introduced as it is in the dogma it serves to dis- 
miss every occurrence in the history of the Latin 
Church, which may prove perplexing for the adherents 
of papism. For instance, Leo III. forbade the intro- 
duction of Filioque into the Creed,—he failed in this 
for at the time he was not in union with the Episcopate. 
Eugene IV. accepted the supremacy of the Councils, 
—he acted out of union with the Episcopate influ- 
enced by fear, and also failed. Clement XIV., con- 
demned the order of Jesuits—he acted out of com- 
munion with the Episcopate, oppressed by lay 
governments, consequently he failed. In his speech 
to the pilgrims of Savoy, Pius IX. blessed the arms of 
the Turks against the Russians—why, he also acted 
out sf communion with the Episcopate, remembering 
tog vividly the events in Poland in 1863, and so on 
and so on. 

From the point of view of the Roman Catholics, 
explanations of this kind are all sufficient. But wheth- 
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er they are just and whether they can possibly have 
some objective importance—is a different question. 

If the Pope alone is infallible, we can expect from 
him alone the solution of the question whether his 
decrees are ex cathedra and not subject to change. 
And so long as no such solution comes from him all 
commentaries on the decrees of the preceding Popes 
ought to have no importance at all in the Roman 
Church and if any importance is ascribed to them— 
to our mind one cannot help thinking they are im- 
portant—two infallibilities develop in the Roman 
Church: one infallibility which issues laws and an- 
other which comments on them. And so it is in reality 
the former belonging to the Popes and the latter to 
the Latin theologians, or more exactly to the Jesuit 
Fathers. They needed the dogma of papal infalli- 
bility as it exists and, owing to their endeavors, it was 
proclaimed whilst Pius IX. was Pope, a kindly and 
sincere old man, who lacked either profound intellect 
or education. He believed quite earnestly in his own 
Divine inspiration and was completely in the power of 
these secret directors of the Latin Church. 

By exalting the Pope, whom the Jesuit Fathers have 
completely under their influence, they only increase his 
power, which is excessive and extreme as it is in the 
Latin Church. Yet the vagueness of the dogma in- 
sures to them the right always to be the commentators 
of the papal decrees. The dogma is so formulated as 
to answer all the demands of the most flexible and 
adroit logics: the dogma accepts the personally in- 
fallible preceptorship of the Pope, yet in case of need 
it provides for the limiting of it; the dogma reconciles 
all the ancient Councils both Ecumenical and Local to 
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the theory of papal supremacy and infallibility, and yet 
it provides a chance to excuse the Popes if they happen 
‘to issue mistaken edicts (48). 

To place on the same level this artificial and adroit 
decree with the definitions of faith of the ancient 
Ecumenical Councils seems to us both improper and 
impossible. 

(4) At last we come to the examination of the 
fourth point of the Vatican edict. 

At the foundation of the infallibility of the papal 
edicts are placed the apostolic authority and the Divine 
help promised to the Pope in the person of St. Peter. 
The Popes refer to themselves the words Jesus spoke 
to Peter: Thou are Peter and on this stone I shall 
build my Church; I prayed for thee that thy faith does 
not diminish; feed my lambs. Great trust is placed 
in St. Peter in these words. The Superior transmitted 
his power to the inferior, He who was going from this 
world left His power to him who was remaining in 
it—all this is not difficult to understand. But what is 
hard to grasp is in what way these extraordinary trust 
was transmitted from St. Peter to the Popes. 

Some sign at least must exist to assure us that this 
transmission actually took place. If we apply to this 
question our Orthodox principles, two conditions 
should be present: (a) a power superior to that of the 
Pope, and (b) some visible sign, or sacramental rite. In 
reality nothing of the kind exists. For the establish- 
ment of the Pope there is no superior power, nor 1s 
there any special sacrament. If a priest is chosen to 
replace a deceased Pope, his episcopal consecration is 


~~ (48) The leadership of the Jesuits in this case was de- 
scribed with sufficient details by Overbeck in his work, en- 
titled “Light from the East.” 
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performed by other Bishops; if a Bishop is chosen, 
he merely ascends the papal throne and crowns him- 
self. What certainty do the faithful Roman Catholics 
have, that, on his ascending the throne, the preroga- 
tives of Peter together with the gifts of infallibility 
have been truly transmitted to him? If every Pope 
was to appoint his successor by the laying on of hands, 
it would be possible for us it be reconciled to the 
theory of papism. But this is not so: a Pope becomes 
a Pope all of a sudden and by his own power. Does 
not this look like usurpation? 

We are told, that the grace giving rights and pre- 
rogatives descend on the new Pope through election. 
But in the Church election never was a sacrament, for 
if it were, laymen would also take part in the bring- 
ing down of the gifts of grace; also the electors, the 
members of the conclave cannot transmit to the newly 
elected that which they have not themselves; also, as 
a total, the electors are superior to the elected in the 
sense of their having the right to judge the elected and 
to depose him, if he did not fulfill the obligations he 
accepted. But this principle cannot be applied either 
to the cardinals who elect or to the Pope who is elected. 

We could possibly accept the idea, which prevailed 
in the Middle Ages and according to which the gifts 
off grace possessed by the Pope are, on his death, ab- 
sorbed by the Church as a body and remain there like 
upmanifested fire until another Pope is elected, after 
which they leave the Church and return to the Pope 
on whom they are centered and in whom they repose. 
According to this idea, Councils, which took place 
without the presence of a Pope, were in power only 
so long as there was no Pope, but as soon as one was 
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elected, the Council lost its authority (49). 

= But even this idea does not clear the matter com- 
pletely. It still remains unintelligible in what way 
the papal authority, on the death of a Pope, is ab- 
sorbed by the Episcopate and is reabsorbed by the 
new Pope, as soon as he is elected, and this without 
the means of any rite or sign. 

We have heard of another explanation which is, 
to us, Just as unconvincing as the preceding. We have 
heard, that the very. rite of the papal coronation is to 
be considered a sacrament, which brings down on the 
Pope the grace of supremacy and infallibility. But 
a sacrament of this kind would be a self-consecration, 
that is to say an act for which there is no foundation 
whatever either in the Christian teaching, or in the 
practices of the Church. 

Therefore, if the transmission of Peter’s preroga- 
tive is accomplished outside the laws of ecclesiastical 
grace functions and if, moreover, this transmission 
stands in contradiction with the laws of the life of the 
spirit we already know (we mean the intimate con- 
nection between intuition and the holiness of life), 
it is evident that the reference of the Vatican Coun- 
cil to the Divine help, which was presumably promised 
to the Popes in the person of St. Peter, is entirely 
groundless, having been thought out by the adherents 
of papism. 

It is a mirage of theirs, they are self-deceived. 


(49) This is why every Council, called to reform the 
Church, brought about the renewal of the disputes concerning 
the following questions: Should the Council first of all elect 
a Pope—but then the Council itself ceased having any vir- 
tue, or should it first discuss the reforms in the Church— 
but then the reforms had no power, as they were discussed 
without the Pope. 
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Consequently, if we, members of the Orthodox 
Church, were to talk over with the Roman Catholics 
the question of the union of the churches, before we 
said anything at all we would have to come to some 
agreement concerning the dogma of the infallibility of 
the Pope. So long as this dogma exists it is perfectly 
useless for the two Churches to enter in any com- 
munication at all. 

So long as it exists, if the adherents of the Pope’s 
infallibility are consistent at all they simply have to 
demand from the Eastern Church, not allowing any 
explanations, a complete repentance of the alienation 
of the past, an unconditional submission and an un- 
reasoning obedience to the Pope for all future times. 
And if the Eastern Christians are true to Orthodoxy 
and the wholesome principles of Orthodox thinking, 
they, on the other hand, have to demand that the 
Latin Church should renounce its supposed dogma of 
the papal infallibility, and that, having condemned it 
as a wily invention of the Jesuit Fathers, it should 
return to the ancient doctrine of the infallibility of 
the Church, accepting the Ecumenical Councils for its 
organs. 

ITI. 
CONCERNING THE UNITY OF THE CHURCH. 

The third disagreement of the Catechisms in their 
teaching concerning the Church we found in their 
attitude towards the question of the Unity of the 
Church, as one of the signs of its being the true 
Church. 

It is on their teaching concerning this subject that 
the Roman Catholics chiefly build their argument 
when proving that their Church is right and that the 
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Eastern Church is wrong, having fallen away from 
the Ecumenical Unity and lost the principle of this 
unity. Their putting the question of the Church unity 
in this form, immediately makes it the central ques- 
tion in our dispute. 

In order that our discussion should be clear, de- 
finite and strictly consecutive, we shall first present to 
our readers the essence of the Latin doctrine con- 
cerning the unity of the Church and its way of under- 
standing it. After this we shall introduce the under- 
standing to which we hold ourselves and which we 
consider the only true and perfect one, and by it we 
shall verify the Latin teaching. 

We have already seen the Latin teaching of the One 
Church as it is presented in the Catechisms: “The 
Roman Catholic Church, it is stated, is one within and 
without; for all its members obey their Bishops, and 
the Bishops obey the Pope, as the pastor of all the © 
Church, who joins all the faithful together, like a 
strong ring. In teaching and Divine service all the 
members of the Church must agree with the supreme 
pastor in everything and to subject themselves to the 
infallible authority of the teaching Church, which pre- 
serves the inner and the outer unity. Those who 
break the unity are excommunicated from the Church. 
All the religious communities, which have separated 
themselves from the Roman Church, are deprived of 
the unity. Such is the Eastern church, which is 
broken into a great number of churches, according to 
nations and governments, as follows: the Greek 
church with the Patriarch of Constantinople for its 
head, the Russian Church, the Greek Church (in 
Greece), the church of the Karlovitz patriarchate in 
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Austria, the church cf Montenegro, the church of 
Cyprus and the churcn of Mount Sinai (this latter is 
entirely unknown to the Eastern Church). Besides, 
it shows a tendency for the formation of new local and 
national churches. All these independent separate 
churches form a union which is like the German union, 
as it existed before all of it was joined together under 
the: hegemony of Prussia.” 

Other authors are much more severe in their judg- 
ment. For instance an anonymous author (1) writes 
in a recent foreign publication: 

(a) “The Universal Church (Catholic) is of neces- 
sity a monarchy, and cannot be anything else. The 
very idea of Catholicity inevitably presupposes this 
and no other form of government, the absolute neces- 
sfty of which is founded on a double reason: the in- 
numerable quantity of subjects and the limitless space 
of territorial ownership. This truth is so evident, 
that during the flight of all these centuries, only rebels 
contradicted it, namely those only, who. found it con- 
venient or profitable for themselves to. secede publicly: 
and formally from the Catholicity.”’ 

(b) “All the local churches in their locality are en- 
tirely unable to create one Christian Republican 
church (what would be the object of creating one) ; 
for no kind of unity could exist where there is no com- 
mon centre of government, and without unity there 
can be no ecclesiastical Catholicity, for in such a pro- 
position no local church could possibly begin to have 
any correct organical means to make sure whether it 
is in communion with the other churches (! ?). 
Affirming that the totality of independent churches 
ever could form the one Catholic Church would 
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amount to claiming that the totality of the political 
governments of Europe can make up one European 
state, which is obviously absurd. If some man pro- 
posed: to: form a Prussian kingdom without the Prus- 
sian King, or a Russian Empire without the Russian 
Emperor, that man would certainly be sent to a doctor 
of lunatics. Yet such a proposal. would. in no wise be 
any more absurd that the idea of a Universal Church 
without a Universal. Head of the Church.” | 

(c) “Amd if in spite of the essential tendency of the 
Universal Church to be a monarchy tt were allowed to 
break up: into: mdependent Patriarchates, a state which 
is so eagerly sought by the churches of the East, dis- 
sented from the Universal Church (or Roman Cath- 
olicism:), the matter would in no wise be changed by 
it. Every Patriarch in his turn would possess the 
prerogative which the Church Universal ascribes to 
the high priest of Rome alone, and just the same thare 
would be no appeal against the decrees of this Patri- 
arch for the churches which he governed, because 
finality must be conceded to.sague institution. Were this 
to pass, the supreme authority would crumble into frac- 
trons, but would not disappear, so that we should alter 
the most important article of the Creed, and say in the 
future that. we believe in separate and mutually in- 
dependent churches. This is. the monstrosity to. which 
we would be inevitably led by the rejection of the 
one head: of the Church. More than. this. The lay 
political powers. would: develop (?). this idea. still far- 
ther in practice, disregarding the vain and empty di- 
vision of churches into Patriarchates, and would has- 
ten to establish the independence of their own na- 
tional church, or even to get rid of the inconvenient 
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authority of the Patriarchate, which has already hap- 
pened in Russia. In this way, instead of only one 
infallibility (here infallibility is identified with the 
supreme authority), which was rejected as a quality 
too supernatural in its character, there will be as many 
infallibilities as the government should chose to make, 
according to the number of the existing nationalities 
and states. And the supreme religious authority, grad- 
ually descending from the high priesthood to the 
patriarchal power, will thence descend to the na- 
tional synods, with their almighty lay curators, until 
it is finally so lowered down as to belong to the lay 
ruler, as in England, in other words until it degen- 
erates into pure protestantism” (2). 

The total meaning of the above quoted fragments 
can be expressed in the following theses: 

(a) The true Church must represent a monarchy, 
united in one person interiorly as exteriorly, which the 
Latin Church does; 

(b) Without a visible head of the Church, as a 
centre, as a uniting principle, in the Eastern churches 
there is no untty and there cannot be any; 

(c) The Eastern Patriarchates are the same as the 
monarchies but on a smaller scale, and their chiefs 
are just as much the supreme and infallible heads of 
their churches, as the Pope is the head of the Univer- 
sal Church; and therefore, 

(d) In their totality, they offer as little unity, a9 do 
the independent states without a common govern- 
mental centre. 

Such is the Latin teaching concerning the unity of 
the Church. 

(2) Pp. 77-79. 
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We perceive in it, first of all, a material under- 
standing of this unity. The ideas of the kingdoms o? 
the earth are mixed up with the idea of the Kingdom 
of God, which has an order of its own and the activity 
of whose servants is different, from the activity of 
the servants of the rulers of this world. 

Let us remember the words Christ spoke to Pilate: 
-“My kingdom is not of this world, if my kingdom 
were of this world, then would my servants fight, that 
I should not be delivered to the Jews; but now is my 
kingdom not from hence.” Having answered in the 
affirmative the question of Pilate as to His being a 
‘King, Christ continued: “To this end was I born, and . 
for this cause came I into the world, that I should 
bear witness unto the truth. Every one that is of the 
truth heareth my voice.” (John xviii, 36-37.) 

The last words define the character of the activity 
of the servants of Christ and the relation in which the 
hearers stand towards them. The character of the 
kingdom of Christ as a spiritual kingdom demand a 
language of its own, of which we have spoken before. 

‘Second, the logics of the author, as far as we ob- 
_ served it in this fragment, shows an inclination to 
make conclusions reductio ad absurdum, that is to 
say, by a strictly logical process the author draws 
an absurd conclusion from the thesis, his opponent 
believes to be true, and thus denounces for a lie the 
fundamental point of issue. Such a mental process is 
good in mathematics where the formulae are strictly 
. definite. But im such disputable points as the present 
one this method only speaks against the thinker. For 
in such cases, the thesis of the opponent is either 
given out in an obscure formulation, which lends it- 
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self to any interpretation whatever, or in a form which 
the opponent never gave to it at all (3). 

This is a very imperfect method, which only has 
the appearance of logical consistency, but is in reality 
false. 

Third, the fragment we have quoted above is con- 
cerned only with the exterior unity, though the author 
builds on it farther on the whole doctrine of the su- 
premacy and infallibility of the Pope. Not one word 
is said concerning spiritual unity. 

Fourth, the author is not correct in what he says 
concerning the patriarchal rule. He either does not 
know in what it is different from the rule of the Pope 
or merely feigns ignorance. If he is ignorant, he 
ought to become acquainted with the subject before 
speaking of it. If he merely feigns ignorance it is a 
process which has no justification in the cause of 
truth. But of this we shall speak in our next article. 

To this frank exposition of the understanding of the 
subject held by the adherents of papacy, we shall now 
oppose our own. 

The Romanists themselves suggest to us the way 
to express our doctrine of the unity of the Church 
most conveniently. They distinguish between the in- 
ner and the outer unity. We completely endorse this 
distinction, and therefore shall make use of it. How- 
ever, we shall not speak first of the exterior untiy, but 
of the inner, for it 1s the more important and essential. 

In our article concerning the headship of Christ we 
have already pointed out the foundation of the inner 
unity of all believers. We have already shown that 


(3 In their disputes with the Jensenists the Jesuit 
Fathers practiced exactly this method, 


Seep ae 


the unity of the Church reposes on the firm founda- 
tion, which is Christ, that it has in Him its being and 
realization. This doctrine is not derived from ‘any 
processes of reason or mental conclusions, which the 
adherents of papism are prone to do, but is taken di- 
rectly from the words of the Lord Himself. 

The unity of all the believers was the object of His 
last prayer. In it we find that the union in Christ 
embraces all who believe in Him: “Neither pray I for 
these alone (that is His immediate disciples), but for 
them also which shall believe on me through their 
word; that they all may be one.” (john XVII, 20- 
21). We also find in it, that the source of this union 
rests in the personal union of God the Father and 
God the Son, and of the Son with the Father: “As 
thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee that they also 
may be one in us.’ (John XVII, 21). We also learn 
in it that the intermediate in this union is Christ Him- 
self. : “I in them, and thou in me, that they may be 
made perfect in one.” (John XVII, 23.) And finally 
we also learn, that, as a salutary result of this union in 
Christ, the world, which is the enemy of Christ, will 
understand and believe, that the Son of God descended 
on earth by the will of the Heavenly Father, and that 
God loved man with the same love he loved His Son: 
“That the world may know that thou hast sent me 
and hast loved them, as thou hast loved me.’ (John 
XVII, 23.) 

The Apostles likewise looked up to Christ, as the 
head fountain principle of spirit and life, as the foun- 
dation of oneness and the Head of the Church: “From 
whom the whole body fitly joined together and com- 
pacted by that which every joint supplieth, according 
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to the effectual working in the measure of every part, 
maketh increase of the body unto the edifying of itself 
in love.’ (Ephesians, IV. 16.) 

This union in Christ is the uppermost, the most im- 
portant, the most essential in the Church. Outside of it 
there is no salvation. It is the communion of the be- 
lievers with the Divine life, similar to the intercourse 
of the branch with the life of the tree. “As the 
branch cannot bcar fruit of itself, except it abide in 
the vine, no more can ye, except ye abide in me; 
I am the vine, ye are the branches; he that abideth 
in me, and I in him, the same bringeth forth much 
fruit; for without me ye can do nothing; if a man 
abide not in me, he is cast forth as a branch and is 
withered; and men gather them and cast them into the 
fire and they are burned.” (John XV, 4-6.) 

Uniting in Christ as their invisible Head, all the be- 
lievers necessarily unite amongst themselves, compos- 
ing one bond, one community, one Church. Not to 
fall out from this spiritual union, they have one Creed, 
one doctrine, one Divine service and one prayer, one 
Church canon and one Hierarchical Order. Therefore, 
the Creed, the Divine service, and the Church canon 
are the triple wall which guards the one Ecumenical, 
or Universal, Holy Apostolic Church. Whoever 
breaks down this wall, though but in part, goes out of 
the Church union. He who breaks the Creed is a 
heretic, he who breaks the Divine service or the canons 
is a dissenter or a sectarian. 

However we enlarge this wall, however great the 
number of the forming separate, independent local 
churches, so long as they are within the wall, all the 
believers are conscious of their unity, because they 
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always remain in the communion of prayer and sac- 
raments. If an Orthodox Japanese comes to Russia, 
or an Arab, or some African, each of them prays 
in our church just as he would have prayed in 
any Orthodox church at home in his own country, 
each of them, takes the Sacraments, Confession or the 
Eucharist for instance, as he would at home. Equally 
our pilgrims also feel at home when standing in an 
Orthodox church in a foreign country. Our pilgrims 
know this from experience, having visited Jerusalem, 
Mount Sinai, or Alexandria. 

What is there that an Orthodox pilgrim could pos- 
sibly miss in order to be conscious in a foreign Ortho- 
dox country of the unity of the Universal Church in 
spirit and grace. He has the sameness of doctrine, 
the sameness of Divine service and the sameness of 
ecclesiastical law. What can papacy add to all this? 
The Latin Chruch is acquainted better than anybody 
else with the strength of the moral bonds between 
Orthodox churches. 

The unity of the Church must be examined and un- 
derstood not only as the unity of the terrestrial 
Church militant, but in it union with the heavenly 
Church Triumphant, and not only during the known 
period of its existence but in all subsequent time. Ac- 
cording to the Russian Catechism, “the Church is not 
limited by place, nationality or time.” The Church 
is always one, during all the time of its existence, 
from the time of its founding to our days, and it 
shall be one from our days to the end of the world. 

As a community the Church lives according to the 
principles placed at its very basis. Being a living 
organism, it develops and grows, never being untrue 
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to itself, but quite the contrary always preserving its 
identity . . . , for it has one Head, Jesus Christ, 
for it lives His life and breathes His breath of love. 

This unity alone makes thinkable the communion in 
spirit and grace between the terrestrial and the Heav- 
enly Churches. All the righteous men, who have gone 
before us, are our brothers in Christ, are with us in 
spirit and in life. ‘They were men with the same pas- 
sions as ourselves, but were saved by the same faith, 
by which we are endeavoring to save ourselves, they 
prayed the same prayers we pray, they were ruled by 
the same Church Rules, which rule us, and had before 
them the same commandments of love, which we have. 

In short, having the same sinful nature we have, 
they were saved by the same Divinely granted salutary 
means we still have, and in the same conditions with 
us. The spirit of Christ’s love, which they assimilated 
on earth, now, that they are, freed from the bonds of 
flesh, moves them with a greater power and freedom 
and as the object of this love is the spread of the 
kingdom of God on earth, the motion of their love 
takes the form of the unceasing intercession before 
God for their lesser brethren, who are working on 
earth struggling against the many shaped enemies of 
salvation. Having in them an assembly of interces- 
sors and witness bearers to the many achievements of 
the past, whose interest in us was proven by many 
signs and miracles, the terrestrial Church mutually 
shows to them its love, glorifying their great works, 
praising their virtues and praying for their interces- 
sion before God. 

Thus, the unity of the terrestrial Church with the 
Heavenly Church is manifest and acts in their mutual 
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communion in spirit and grace. 

This is the doctrine of the inner union of the 
Church in spirit and grace. 

As it stands to reason and as it is clear from the 
doctrine of the Headship of Christ, as we have tried 
to describe it, the chief means of preserving this unity 
is our faith in Christ as the Head of the Church. The 
unity of the Church becomes impossible without the 
achievements of personal belief. The believers par- 
take of the unity of the Church only in the measure 
of their faith, and identifying themselves with this. 
unity, they form, through the grace of God, a com- 
munity of one wisdom and one opinion. Therefore, 
being the fruit of faith, the Church unity may rise 
and grow firmer; and it also may fall and be dis- 
organized. 

So long as the faith in Christ is strong, fervent and 
unshakable, the unity of the members of the Church 
will be lasting and stable. On the contrary, if faith 
is weak, inactive and inert, if earthly calculations and 
a material way of thinking are mixed with it, all the 
joints in it will be shaken, become lose and break 
down. Without a living faith in Christ there can be 
no holy spiritual union. 

The holy Orthodox Eastern Church, by the mercy 
of God, preserves its historical unity and is in com- 
munion in spirit and grace with the heavenly Church 
Triumphant. No opponent can gainsay the fact that 
it preserves its historical unity or the unity of its 
Apostolic tradition in teaching, prayer and govern- 
ment. 

It is true to the Apostolic tradition, first, in teach- 
ing, because it preserves without changes the holy 
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Creed, which is flawless and all perfect. It is true to 
the Apostolic tradition in the order of prayer, because 
through the intact preservation of the liturgies of 
Basil the Great, John Chrysostom and Gregory Dio- 
logos it goes back to the Apostolic liturgy of St. James, 
the brother of our Lord. It is true to the Apostolic 
tradition in the Church law, for the rules of the 
Ecumenical and the Local Councils are the continua- 
tion and further development of the rules of the holy 
Apostles, which governed the Church of Christ from 
the time of the Apostles to the time of the Ecumenical 
Councils. All this is so true, that the opponents of 
the Eastern Church do not reproach it with any in- 
novations, or any breaches either dogmatic, liturgical 
or canonical. Our opponents reproach us with inertia 
and inactivity. But in this we see but a testimony to 
the truth of our Church, when we take into considera- 
tion what kind of a progress is meant by our oppo- 
nents. 

Holding firmly to the Apostolic tradition, the East- 
ern Church still lives in the spirit of Christ which was 
its breath from its very beginning. This is proven by 
another indisputable fact: century after century the 
Head of the Church, our Lord Jesus Christ manifests 
His holy men in the Orthodox Church, whose char- 
acter and spirit are identical with those of the early 
saints. 

The holy Mount Athos is a true nursery in which 
are educated workers identical in spirit with those of 
ancient Egypt, Palestine and Siria. The life of the 
' Eastern Christians under the Mussulman dominion 
produces holy martyrs which in our days are like the 
martyrs of old. The Russian Church also is a medi- 
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um of salvation, in which are nurtured, developed and 
glorified great saints. Such are, for instance, the 
prelates Dmitri of Rostoff, Mitrophan of Varonej and 
Tichon, or right in our century Seraphim of Sarovo, 
who has not been canonized as yet, but who is worthy 
of canonization and is believed to be a saint by many 
(4). He died January 14, 1833. 

Continuing to live by the same spirit with the ancient 
Church, the Church of the East represents all its 
saints to be one holy Council, composed of the men of 
God of all times and nationalities. In the full sense 
it is a universal assembly. At the head of this as- 
sembly we represent the holy Virgin Mary, after her 
comes John the Baptist, and soon . . . , beginning 
with the earliest to the most recent. In this order 
the saints of God are addressed in prayer. 

Consequently, in the Orthodox idea, the Church is 
a holy, unchangeable and unbroken unity of life and 
spirit. Being one in faith and in love, the two Church- 
es live in constant communion. Glorifying the saints, 
the terrestrial Church moves the love of Christ, which 
dwells in them, to intercede before God for the sinful 
world. And the Divine love moved by the love of 
Christ in the saints, manifests itself to the sinful 
world in the gifts of grace and merciful help. 

This is the way in which the Eastern Orthodox 
Church understands and preserves the truly universal 
union, which embraces heaven and earth. 

Now let us see how this unity is understood by the 
Latins. 

(To be continued.) 


(4) His official Church canonization as a saint of Russia 
took place 19 July, 1903. 
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Since the attention of the believers was drawn away 
from Christ, who is the Invisible Head of the Church, 
to the Pope, who is its visible head, the Latin Church 
lost its unanimity in matters of faith. As we saw 
before, faith in the one Invisible Head stopped being 
a fundamental and central virtue, and was replaced 
by another virtue which is obedience. The Catechism 
teaches: “All the members of the church obey their 
bishops, and the bishops, together with all the believers, 
are subject to the Steward of Christ, the Pope, who 
joins all like a strong ring. ‘All the members of the 
Church are bound to harmonize with the Pope in 
teaching and Divine service, and to obey, in matters of 
faith, the infallible authority of the teaching church, 
through which is preserved the inner and outer unity.” 

And so, obedience and subjection are the funda- 
mental condition of a union in the Latin Church. 
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As we have shown before, in papacy there can be no 
faith resulting from freedom and reason, and, more- 
over, the very obedience can not be either conscious 
or intelligent: it must necessarily be blind and unable 
to account for itself, for no sane intellect can accept 
a conditional truth for the unconditional and the per- 
son of a mortal man for a being which is both God 
and man. Blind obedience alone can overlook all the 
falseness of papacy and be zealous in regard to it. 


Hence can be derived and explained two very im- 
portant facts, which show up the inner contradictions 
lying at the very basis of papacy. These two facts 
are: (a) the differences which exist among the pap- 
ists concerning the fundamental Latin dogmas, and 
(b) the establishing of truth by the means of ballots. 


(a) Examining the history of papism, we find that 
these difference pierce it from the very beginning to 
our days. The Romanism lacks any actual and firm 
unanimity in the very dogmas, which make it differ- 
ent from the Eastern Orthodox confession. And here 
is a most remarkable feature: the discordant elements 
in this case are not the lay free thinkers, not the self- 
deceiving mistics, not any self-instituted teachers, who 
think too highly of themselves, but people who had 
made considerable progress in spirituality, sensible 
people, possessing superior enlightenment and stand- 
ing at the very rudder of the church; people who in 
some cases were acknowledged saints. Such is, for 
instance, St. Bernard (1153), the prior of the mon- 
astery of Clairvaux, who dared to denounce Pope 
Eugene III for his arrogantly claiming the headship 
of the Universal Church and the dominion over kings, 
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princes and nations. (5) Such are the Fathers of the 
Council of Constance, who proclaimed the supremacy 
of the Ecumenical Councils over the Popes. (6) Such 


(5) St. Bernard wrote to the Pope: “Your power is over 
sins, not over possessions. And is it true then, that, because 
thou art called the supreme arch priest, thou art supreme 
indeed? Who is supreme? He, to whom nothing can be 
added. Thou art mistaken if thou considerest thyself su- 
preme. Think not that it is permitted to thee to cut off its 
members from the church, to change the order or to break 
down the boyndaries which are put up by thy fathers. If the 
law of truth demands that the possessions of every man should 
be protected, then how can it be reconciled to truth if that 
which a man owns should be taken from him? Let every 
soul obey the powers that be. The Apostle does not say the 
power that be, as if it were only one, but the powers that be, 
as if there were many. Therefore, thy power is not the only 
one from God.” “Peter could not have given to thee, what 
he had not himself. He gave thee, what he had, that is the 
care of the churches. But did he also give thee supremacy 
over them? Listen to him: not like the ones in authority, 
but be like one flock. And that thou shouldst not think that 
this was spoken merely because of humility, listen to the 
voice of the Lord in the Gospels; the kings of the Gentiles 
rule oyer them, but ye be not like unto them. Therefore, it 
is clear, that the law forbids supremacy. If ruling others 
with greed, thou makest use of the Apostleship or if, in thy 
capacity of the successor of the Apostles, thou enjoyest su- 
premacy, truly thou wilt attain neither the one nor the 
other.” (Opera St. Bernardi Clarae Vallens, vol. I, Parisiis 
Lib, II de Consideret VI, p.p. 418, 427, 439.) In like manner 
St. Bernard opposed the doctrine of the immaculate concep- 
tion of the Holy Virgin, which was only beginning to arise 
in his day, but has since become a dogma. 


(6) Here is the decree of this Council concerning the Popes 
being subject to the judgment of the Councils: The most 
Holy, Ecumenical Council of Constance, representing in the 
holy spirit the Ecumenical church, legally assembled for the 
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are the Fathers of the Council of Basel, who con- 
firmed the decree of the Council of Constance. (7) 
Such are the Fathers of the Gallican church, who 
composed the well known declaration on March 109, 
1682, which completely rejects the dogma of the pa- 


extermination of dissent, heresies and errors, also for the 
due reform of the Church itself, in its head and its mem- 
bers. This Ecumenical Council holds directly from the Lord 
Jesus Christ himself (such) a power, that it (the Council) 
must be obeyed by all, even by the Pope, in that which con- 
cerns faith, the extermination of dissent and the reforms of 
the church, in its head and its members. And if the Pope, 
or any other person, refuses to follow the decrees of this or 
any other Ecumenical Council, he is to be subjected to the 
corresponding epitimis, or even, in case of need, to undergo 
other lawful punishment. (Plea Collectio Concil Mansi 
Tom. XXVII, col. 554-555.) 


(7) Among other things the Council of Basel decreed, that 
“if the Church could fail (it being unmistakably known, that 
the Pope may fall into error), then the Pope and the whole 
body (of the Church) could sink into error,—the whole 
Church would fail, which is impossible. For experience 
proves, and we often both witness and read, that, the Pope, 
though he is the head and the most important part (of the 
body of the Church), did sometimes err, but we never read, 
that all the other members also erred, when the Pope erred. 
Therefore, the remaining whole body judged or temporarily 
forbade. the Pope to fill his office, or even deposed him, as in 
regard to faith, so in regard to morals.” Pope Eugene IV 
(whom we mentioned before), was forced, for fear of being 
deposed, to confirm the decree of the Council of Basel by‘ his 
own Bull, which began as follows: “We decree and pro- 
claim the above-named Ecumenical Council as having legally | 
continued, since its above mentioned beginning, and still con- 
tinuing” (Mansi t. XXIX, 78, Hard. tom. XII, col. 682-695). 
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pal supremacy. (8) Such is Alphonse Liguoio, the 
founder of the Order of the Redemptorists, whom 
Gregory XVI canonized and ọn whom Pius IX con- 
ferred the title of a Teacher (Doctor of the Church). 
(9) Such also were the 18 bishops, who voted 
against the confirmation of the dogma of the immacu- 
late conception of the Holy Virgin, having rejected 
in principle the legal ableness of the Church to make 
universally binding dogmas of private opinions which 
can not be proved either by the Holy Scripture or the 


(8) The declaration of the Gallican church, composed under 
the editorship of the celebrated Bossuet, says: 1, God never 
invested either St. Peter or his successors with any direct or 
indirect authority in lay matters. 2, The Gallican church 
confirms the resolutions accepted by the IV and V sessions 
of the Council of Constance, according to which the Ecu- 
menical Councils are accepted to be superior to the Pope in 
Spiritual matters. 3, The rules and customs accepted by the 
kingdom and the Gallican church must remain inviolable. 4, 
The decisions of the Pope in the cause of the doctrine of 
faith are infallible only when they have been first accepted 
by the Church. This declaration is an ever ready threat for 
the papacy hanging over it like the sword of Damocles. 
However, though the Gallican opinions are in direct contra- 
diction with the Roman doctrine, the constantly kept up bal- 
ancing of mutual gains hides this contradiction. But is this 
the union for which our Saviour prayed? We should also 
note that the Gallican church refused to include the Council 
of Trident in its canonical rights. Is the Latin union a 
union at all? 


(9) Alphonse Liguorio wrote against the abuses of papacy. 
The Jesuits attempted to conceal his works, but they were 
published in Germany. 
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Holy Tradition. (10) Such are the Fathers of the 
Council of Vatican (1870), who did not accept the 
dogma of the papal infallibility and 163 of whom, not 
wishing to vote against their own opinion, left Romé 
before voting began, and the more daring 65 stayed at 
the Council and voted against the papal infallibility. 
All these Fathers, no doubt, silently held and still 
hold to their opinion, but they remained in the Church, 
for no agreement was demanded of them, as their 
protest was amply covered by the majority of votes. 
Yet when, in the cause of Christ’s truth, no moral 
unity is asked for, no unconditioned unanimity, but 
only a sufficient number of votes, there can be no 
question of the unity of faith, for such conditions 
could not exist in the true Church. (11) 

(b) The establishing of truth by ballot, is the other 
fact, which shows up the falseness of papism. The 
truth of Christ is a positive truth, which was revealed 
that we might be saved, and consequently it necessi 


(10) See my work “The disagreements of the Churches in 
the doctrine concerning Holy Virgin Mary, the Mother of 
God,” p.p 62-72. In the protest of the Archbishop of Paris 
against the proclamation of the dogmas of the immaculate 
conception of the Holy Virgin, the most important is the fact, 
first, that he denies the legal ableness of the church (we must 
understand of the Pope) to raise private opinions to the 
rank of universally binding dogmas, by doing which he also 
protests apaitist the subsequent decree of the papal infallt- 
bility, and, second, that, by quoting in his protest thé inost 
influential and renowned theologians of his chutch, he does 
not represent his own opinion only, but the opinion of a 
whole corporation of persons. 


(11) See concerning the same subjects the work of Sak 
marine, entitled “The Jesuits,” p.p. 380-387, Letter V; Edi- 


tion of 1870. 
GAGGI 
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tates a complete acceptance. “He that believeth and 
is baptized shall be saved, but he that believeth not 
shall be damned.” (St. Mark, VI, 16); “except ye 
eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink his: blood, 
ye have no life in you.’ (St. John, VI, 53.) The 
words of God are the spirit and they are the life. (St. 
John, VI, 63), and our attitude towards them admits 
of no indecision. St. Paul witnesses that Jesus 
Christ, whom he and his co-workers preached “was 
not yet and nay, but in him was yea. For all the 
promises of God in him are yea, and in him Amen, 
unto the glory of God by us.” (II Corinthians I, 19- 
20.) Is it permissible, therefore, to subject this un- 
conditionally positive truth to the chances of ballot- 
ing? What would the Fathers of the Ecumenical 
Councils say if they were offered to take ballots when 
they were establishing the dogmas of faith? This is 
an unheard of innovation, which it is altogether im- 
possible to apply to Christian teachings, and which is 
entirely absurd in itself. If the definitions of faith 
established by the Councils were subjected to ballot- 
ing, Orthodoxy would become crushed by the major- 
ity of the Aryan and Nestorian heresies, by the mo- 
nophysites or the iconoclasts. Balloting applied to the 
search of truth is altogether too an exterior method, 
and it presupposes, on one hand, the existence of dis- 
cord in the community in relation to the truth, which | 
is being sought for, and, on the other hand, it sug- 
gests the minority being overruled by the majority, or 
at least the majority hoping that the minority will not 
be able to resist it. All that the balloting can obtain 
is the information as to the way the various opinions 
eencerning truth number in the community, but not 
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the truth itself. In balloting, the minority yields to 
the majority as to a power from the outside, but it is 
not obliged to change its point of view or its opinions, 
and quite the contrary, with good luck, it may grow 
stronger and upset the majority, which happens pretty 
often in the life of the world. 

The establishment of the two new dogmas, which we 
have mentioned above, revealed to the world, that, in 
the Latin Church, the cause of the truth of Christ 
stands exactly in this position. The Romanists see 
nothing contrary to truth in balloting; quite the con- 
trary, they openly promise to follow the same method 
in future. Inviting the Russian clergy to a Council, 
which is to solve the grave question of the Filioque 
and the infallibility of the Pope, they propose to use 
exactly this method for the confirmation of the dog- 
mas the truth of which we dispute and trumpet their 
victory abroad in advance, because, according to their 
enumeration, there are more Roman Catholics in the 
world than Orthodox. 

Yet be it remembered that it is precisely by the means 
of the majority of this kind that the Synhedrion of 
the Jews silenced Nicodemus, when he attempted the 
defense of Jesus Christ by persuading his colleagues 
to be cautious and law-abiding in their judgment of 
Him (St. John VII, 50-52). The same majority of 
the Synhedrion pronounced the death verdict of Him 
who was the true Messiah. For it is above doubt, 
that, being in the minority, Joseph and Nicodemus, 
though, perhaps, showing no open resistance, inter- 
iorly altogether disagreed with the majority. The 
same majority influenced the masses to demand of 
Pilate the liberation of the thief and the crucifixion of 
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the Saviour of the world. This is what the majority 
of votes comes to! Having no unity of faith, the 
Latin Church has no historical unity either, or no 
unity of tradition. a 

It is too evident, that the historical unity, the unity 
of tradition, was broken. Ever since the beginning 
of the growth of papacy, that is since the end of the 
IXth century, the Latin Church began to be false to 
the principles of the ancient tradition in all the three 
kinds. It did not remain faithful in doctrine, for it 
has changed the ecumenical creed, having introduced 
into it the word Filioque; for it created and still cre- 
ates new dogmas, that must be accepted as Divinely re- 
vealed truths, and for it made an obligatory theological 
pattern of scholastics once for all, in the person of its 
doctor Thomas Aquinas, though the scholastical sci- 
ence is merely a type of the medizval thought but not 
in any sense of universal science. (12) It did not 
remain faithful to the Apostolic Divine service, for it 
has introduced the unleavened bread, wholly unknown 
to the orthodox antiquity; for it has abolished the 
invocation prayer to the Holy Ghost, before the bless- 
ing of the Holy Gifts; for it has grown to be wrong 
in its conclusions of the time of their transubstantia- 
tion; for it has deprived the laymen of the cup; for 
it likewise has changed and tangled up the order. of 
other sacraments, etc., etc. . It did not remain faith- 
ful to the ancient ecclesiastical law, for since its sepa- 
ration from:the Church of the East, it has entirely 
changed the order of the esclesiastical life, having 

(12) The University of Paris found in Thomas Aquinas’ 


works a whole series of errors, besides, one of which is his 
teaching of the papal ‘infallibility. Janus, p. 297. 


— 103 — 


established its law-giving on false foundations which 
were entirely unknown to antiquity, and which it has, 
moreover, rejected since itself. We mean the pseudo 
Isidorian decretacia. 

And so, the historical unity of the Latin Church in- 
dubitably does exist, but it only dates since the separa- 
tion of the churches, from the exact historical mo- 
ment when the so-called Pseudo Isidorian decretalia 
made their first appearance, on the grounds of which 
were accomplished the extreme changes in the order 
of the Latin Church. . . The breaking of the true 
historical unity has also affected the relation of the 
earthly Latin Church to the Heavenly Church. 

Having lost its unity in Christ, it ceased to live 
by His spirit and upset the unity of its life with the 
life of the ancient church. Therefore it has no saints 
in the sense of the Ancient Church. . . In short, 
the Latin Church has lost the salutary unity, which 
the Eastern Church still preserves. 

We shall now examine that unity, of which the 
Latin Church prides itself and on which it founds its 
superiority and its being in the right. We mean the 
uhity of the ecclesiastical order. 

It is perfectly true, that in its organization, thé 
Latin Church is a very harmonious unity, a well fin- 
ished pyramidal structure, an absolute monarchy and 
a complete organism. One rule throughout it all, onë 
language in the Divine services, one bringing up of 
the clergy. All the threads of government issue from 
Rome and are drawn back into Rome again. The 
excellently trained clergy is unconditionally subservi- 
ent to the head of the church, bringing their flocks to 
the same state of obedience. Everything is directed 
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to serve the cathedra of Rome and strictly fulfills its 
destination. 

But is this brilliant unity consistent with the char- 
acter and the dignity of the Church of Christ? Does 
it lead to the salutary objects, for which the Church 
was created? These are the questions suggested by 
this brilliant appearance, covering the interior dis- 
cords. We answer: No! 

To show that our negative answer is the right one, 
it is enough to lift a small corner of the veil over the 
mystery which is the mainstay of this brilliant unity. 
Of what consists this mystery? It consists of the 
celibate of the clergy, of the monastic orders, and of 
the papal court. 

(a) The Law of the Celibacy of the clergy as an 
obligation which is morally prevailing, can not find 
any justification. It is a heavy burden on the Latin 
clergy, but it is so necessary to the unity of the Latin 
Church, that without it it will come all to pieces. (3) 

It ensures to the Popes an army of faithful 
servants, who know no ties of kinship and nation- 
ality, who accept no laws of society and state over 
them, but are entirely devoted to onë person mote of 
less sincerely ahd more or less blindly: But are they 
devoted to Christ, the invisible head of the Church? 
Do they serve Him as faithfully? 

(b) The Monastic Orders are the very organs it 
the Latin monarchy, which presetve the unifofmity 
and eee of its functions, which introduce ihte 


( oo A Getinan writer called Penpens suggests, in his 
pamphlet entitled “Die Besiegung des Papstthums,” that the 
only means for the breaking down of papacy would be to 
fidve all the Catholic ptiests imarried. 
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the general principles thought out in higher spheres, 
which control the acceptance and carrying out of these 
principles, which sustain the struggle against antago- 
nistic powers, which watch the pulse of the social life 
and keep up the living and direct connection between 
the circumference and the centre. At present the 
serving of the papal idea is almost entirely done by 
Jesuits. . . The members of the “Society of Jesus” 
make up the black army which conducts on al! the lines 
both the open and the secret battling against the ene- 
mies of the papal idea. In Germany they conduct a 
highly cultured war for the possession of schools, in 
Belgium and France for their influence over the 
masses, in Italy for the prisoner of Vatican, in Aus- 
tria and Galicia against the Russian nationality, which 
they wish to banish from history and geography, on 
the Balkans against Orthodoxy, in order to deprive it 
of the Slavonic tribes or at least to sow discord among 
them ; in the Palestine and Siria likewise, in the hope 
of getting there a firm footing. At the same time, for 
the greater glory of the Roman church, the same ac- 
tive people introduce new dogmas; they invent new 
forms of worships (for instance the cult of the heart 
of Jesus) to arouse in the masses their decreasing re- 
ligious feeling, and think out new means for collecting 
money, etc., etc. In short, there never was a monas- 
tic order which displayed as great an activity for the 
benefit of papacy; none were as many-sided, as versa- 
tile, as energetic and as persistent. Praise and honor 
are due to the order of the Jesuits. But no praises 
and honors are deserved by the Latin Church, which 
‘still considers itself a Christian church. (14) 

~~ (44) We possess a very solid work the whole of whose 
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(c) The court of the Pope, or the Papal Curia, is 
the third point of support for the Latin Church. There 
is no authority over this Curia. The Pope is the out- 
come of it and he is no more than its representative 
and the obedient servant of its interests. In his lone- 
liness and isolation from everybody and everything he 
is powerless before it. . . If the institution of 
Ecumenical Councils still existed in the old sense, he 
could find support in them; but as it is he is deprived 
of this means, and, moreover, his court would have 
never allowed the Pope to participate in a Council as 
they used to be in antiquity. However, it is too late 
now, for with the establishment of the dogmas of the 
infallibility of the Pope the importance of such a 
Council became lost forever. Therefore, I repeat it, 
no chance of resistance is left to the Pope. At best, 
the Pope’s position is like that of the queen bee in the 
hive; she gives life to the bees and preserves the har- 
mony in the whole life of the hive, but she is sur- 
rounded by the vigilant observation of the working 
bees and cannot move without them. The Pope like- 
wise. He always is watched by his Curia. His posi- 
tion, brilliant as it looks, is sad in reality. He is the 
servant and the slave of the Curia. And the order of 
the Jesuits and the secret inquisition are especially 
formidable for him. :Secret poisoning practiced by 
heathen Rome has not disappeared from Christian 
Rome, pro majore Dei gloria. It is said that Cardinal 
Albani and his secretary, Alphonso Franketti, died 
prematurely because they were in sympathy with the 
data were taken from the works of the Jesuits themselves. 


This work is “The Jesuits and their relations to Russia,” by 
George Samarine. The work never was contradicted. 
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reformatory plans of Leo XIII. The Pope himself 
was threatened with a similar fate. December 20, 
1883, the Jesuits expected to poison him too, as it is 
stated in the letters of Count Ludolf, the Austrian 
Ambassador in Rome, to the Emperor Franz Joseph, 
and the letters of Cardinal Laurentini, an enemy of 
the Jesuits, to the president of the French Republic, 
Jules Grevi. . . The plans of the Jesuits failed, 
but they frightened the Pope to such an extent, that 
he never ate the food prepared in his own kitchen and 
his brother, Cardinal Pecci, brought him food from 
town, for a long while. It can not be said that these 
circumstances are in keeping with the dignity of the 
steward of Christ on earth! Hence it becomes clear 
why some Popes, mounting their cathedras with the 
best of intentions, never accomplished anything, . 
for all their plans and wishes always were shattered 
by their own court. 

Erected on this foundation, the church truly repre- 
sents a trained unity brought to perfection. . . A 
community like this is an imposing power, but a 


power which stays on the outside in all relation to. 


Christ and to the cause of salvation. This is not the 
power of the salutary faith in Christ, but the power of 
the unconditioned devotion to his steward on earth, 
on whom, it is supposed, depend heaven and hell for 
them, life and death, and from whom salvation can be 
easily obtained. This power does not lie in imitating 
Christ, but in serving the exterior interests of a ter- 
restrial redeemer. Therefore the character of this 
service can not be called by any means Christian in 
the simple and direct sense of the word, but, on the 
contrary, must be called worldly and lay. . . The 
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care of the well disciplined exterior unity turned the 
Latin Church into a kingdom of this world, the exer- 
tions of whose servants are exactly like the exertions 
of the servants of any earthly kingdom. The papist 
church is a church which has turned into a lay state, 
which in its character is an absolute monarchy. The 
name of Christ the Saviour serves but to cover earthly 
means and objects. The papacy is the rival and the 
opponent of political institutions, because it competes 
with them and opposes them, instead of spiritualizing, 
vivifying and consecrating the state with its powers 
of grace. . . The power of the papal authority 
acts only basing itself on political speculations and 
making use of state complications. Prince Bismarck 
compromising with the Pope in their struggle for the 
schools in Germany is a good example of it. But 
where no such complications prevail, as for instance 
in modern France, the church suffers extreme oppres- 
sions and outrages, from which the Vatican thunder- 
bolts can not save it. 

To the great sorrow of all the Christian world, such 
rivalry always ends by the lay governments of coun- 
tries rejecting Roman Catholicism not only as a po- 
litical mstitution, but as a church, as religion. Is this 
then the unity that the Orthodox churches of the East 
should strive to attain? 

In saying this, we do not by any means close our 
eyes to the abnormally disjointed present condition of 
the local churches of the East. They have preserved 
the salutary communion in grace and spirit, but they 
lack exterior bonds and the concentration of action; 
as a consequence they are in a continual storm of 
various unpropitious political currents. Which orthe 
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dox Christian, who has any idea of the affairs of the 
East, does not lament the disjointedness of the 
churches and their powerlessness against the propa- 
ganda of alien creeds! Every local church of the 
East is surrounded with grave dangers and suffers 
from many calamities and sorrows. (15) 

Therefore it is highly desirable that the Orthodox 
churches should have more intercourse and be more 
mutually supporting. But what is necessary to that 
end? First of all, needless to say, we need a great 
revival of faith, free from all admixture of political 
passions and calculations: “if you have faith as a 
grain of mustard seed, you shall say unto this moun- 
tain, remove hence to yonder place, and st shall re- 
move, and nothing shall be impossible unto yow” (St. 
Matthew XVII, 20). When we possess this original 
source principle of ecclesiastical life, the rest will also 
come, that is we shall be able to create the necessary 
formal and disciplinary unity in correspondence with 
the principles of Orthodoxy. “Seek ye first the king- 
dom of God and His righteousness, and all these things 
shall be added unto ye” (St. Matthew VI, 33). 


(15) The archpriest Raevsxy, who was the Russian priest 
in Vienna during many years, went to Carlovitzi to be or- 
dained by one of the Orthodox Patriarchs there. The Aus- 
trian government was greatly displeased at this, and the 
archpriest was told that nothing of the kind may take place 
in future. The Orthodox Slavs who are students in the Uni- 
versity of Vienna are forbidden to visit the church of the 
Russian Embassy, under the penalty of expulsion from the 
University. The Bulgarian Metropolitan Michail was de- 
prived of his cathedra, against every rule of the church 
canon and toox refuge over in Russia, whence he was re- 
called to Bulgaria and to his high post only in 1889, after 
the abdication of King Milan, etc., etc. 
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We still have to say a few words concerning the 
Latin propaganda, which the papists, as we saw 
above, consider to be a proof of the vitality and true- 
ness of their church. It can not be disputed that in 
this respect the papists have immense advantages over 
the Orthodox: they have great material means and 
energy and they are very unanimous in action. Yet 
it is only just to say that they are not the only ones to 
have these advantages, for Protestant missionaries 
also have them. . . And besides, some of the 
means of their propaganda deserve no approval. The 
Apostles did not preach thus and it is not thus that 
they taught their disciples to preach. (16) 

The propaganda of the Latins in the Orthodox coun- 
tries of the East is especially painful for Orthodox 
Christianity. If only they were honorable in their 
propaganda, if they left the results of their preaching 
to the free choice of their listeners, then both their 
propaganda and the subsequent conversions would 
have some significance. . . But their plans of ac- 
tion are altogether different: . . . They put up 

(16) We refer those wishing to learn more concerning the 
character of the Latin propaganda to the book of George 
Samarine “The Jesuits and their relations to Russia,” p.p. 
70-75. In one of the footnotes we read, that the Jesuits 
wishing to adapt themselves to local customs, allowed Indian 
natives to wear the symbol of that of their gods which cor- 
responds to Priapus, when the ceremony of the Christian 
marriage was performed for them. When they were for- 
bidden to do this they affixed to this most indecent symbol a 
small cross. . . This narrative was confirmed, among oth- 
ers, by the Bishop of Rosalie, vicar of the Pope. We also 
refer our readers to the work of A. Vostokoff “The relations 


of the Roman church to other Christian churches.” We rec- 
ommend chapters XVI, XVII, XXIII, XXIV. 
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their schools and draw the children in by means of 
presents to the children or material help to the par- 
ents. Then making use of mockery, of calumny, of 
every possible invention, they imbue the children with 
hatred towards every side of Orthodoxy, thus bringing 
discord into families, animosity into the populace and 
introducing all kinds of social disorders. 

Therefore, however great and brilliant the apparent 
success of the Latin propaganda, we should not imi- 
tate it. . . . For would not it seem as if the re- 
proach our Lord addressed to the scribes and pharisees 
could also be applied to this propaganda: “Woe unto 
you, Scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye com- 
pass sea and land to make one proselyte, and when he 
is made ye make him twofold more the child of hell 
than yourselves” (St. Matthew XXIII, 15). For 
doubtlessly the pharisees, like the Jesuits, thought they 
served God and acted pro majore Dei gloria! 

Our examination of the unity of the Church yields 
the following conclusion: the Eastern Orthodox church 
has kept the true spiritual and saving unity, but its 
parts, the local churches, lack the exterior unity; 
whereas the Latin church has brought to perfection 
its exterior unity founded on discipline, but it lacks 
the interior unity which makes for salvation; more- 
over, such unity as it has was built on unchristian 
foundations. Therefore, it is greatly to be wished 
that the exterior unity should be added to the interior 
in the case of the Eastern church, and that in the case 
of the Latin church interior unity should be acquired 
and the exterior corrected. | 

We shall discuss in the following chapter what is 
necessary to that end. 
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IV. 


_OF MIXING DOGMATICAL AND CANONICAL 
DEFINITIONS IN THE THEORY 
OF PAPACY. 


At last we have now arrived to the last difference 
we have pointed out, which we shall now examine and 
which consists in the difference of attitude towards 
dogmatical and merely canonical matters. The East- 
ern is extremely strict in making a distinction be- 
tween the dogmatical definitions of the Holy Orders 
and the canonical, which in the Latin Church are so 
mixed up and entangled, that it may be said that the 
distinction has actually been destroyed. 

We maintain—and the papists could not contradict 
us—that there exists a strict difference between the 
dogmatical and the canonical definitions of the grades 
of the Holy Orders, and that this difference must not 
be tampered with. What is then this difference? 

(1) The dogmatical definition considers the Holy 
Orders to be a sacrament, as an organ of the grace of 
Christ, which consecrates the Church. But the ca- 
nonical definition takes the Holy Orders to be a legal 
institution of the Church, an organ of organization 
and government, of the exterior order of the ecclesi- 
astical life. Owing to these characteristics, the first 
is part of dogmatic theology, and the second is part 
of the canonics, or of the ecclesiastical law. 

(2) The Holy Orders take their beginning in the 
Founder of the Church Himself, our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and, through the holy Apostles, were paced 

-at the very foundation of the Church, like the immut- 
able law of its existence. For the Church can not exist 
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without the grace of the Holy Orders, or rather with- 
out the grace of the Episcopacy, which is the funda- 
mental and the original. As to the canonical defini- 
tions, the Apostles left us but their general principle, 
leaving their further development to history. 

(3) According to the dogmatical definition, the Holy 
Orders have only three grades: the Bishop, the Pres- 
byter and the Deacon. And the grace is distributed 
perfectly equally among the members of each differ- 
ent grade. For instance, all the Bishops are each 
other’s equals in the grace of the Orders. It would 
not be true to say that one Bishop has more grace 
than another. The same is true concerning the priests 
and the deacons. Each in his own order is the equal 
of another in grace, the difference, perhaps, existing 
in their’ natural gifts only, the strength of their 
faith, their zeal and achievements. But accord- 
ing to the canonical definition, the grades of priest- 
hood are many and each of them is given definite 
rights and prerogatives as well as certain duties. At 
present the episcopacy is divided into bishops, metro- 
polttans, exarchs and patriarchs, besides the honorary 
title of archbishop. Then there are priests, arch- 
priests and protopresbyters. In monastic grades 
there are monks ordained priests, there are abbots and 
archimandrites. In the third grade there are deacons, 
protodeacons and archdeacons. According to the 
rights and prerogatives of these grades, the Patriarch 
presides over an assembly of metropolitans and bish- 
ops; a metropolitan presides over bishops; a proto- 
‘presbyter presides over priests and archpriests; an 
archpriest presides over priests. 

The same obtains in the rank of protodeacons and 
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archdeacons. Consequently, according to dogmatics, to 
the different grades of the Holy Orders belongs the 
equality in grace, and according to canonics to them 
belong ecclesiastical rights and prerogatives. 

(4) The dogmatical definitions of the Holy Orders, 
they being a Divine institution, were given once for 
all and are not subject to any change or transforma- 
tion. A bishop is always a bishop (1), a priest a 
priest, and a deacon a deacon. None of them may 
appropriate the rights of the one above, but each must 
stay within the grace rights and dignity of his own 
grade. Hence it is clear, that there is and there can 
be no history for the dogmatical definitions; they are 
to be the same and without change for all times. As 
to the canonical definitions, though they share the 
Divine origin of the former and may be called Di- 
vinely established in this sense (2), which expression 
was in use among the Fathers of the Ecumenical 
Councils, they do not have the same characteristics 
of unconditioned necessity and immutability. Ecclesi- 
astical titles and offices, defined by the church canon, 
arose only as times demanded (for instance, the office 
of the ekdik and the periodeut), on the soil of the ec- 
clesiastical customs yet in connection with the life of 


. (1) Degrading a bishop to the rank of a presbyter is a 
blasphemy (Rule 23 of the Fourth Ecumenical Council). 


(2) With delight we accept the Divine rules, and wholy 
and unswervingly we keep the establishment of these rules, 
formulated according to the most Praiseworthy Apostles, the 
mouthpieces of the Spirit, to the six holy Ecumenical Coun- 
cils and those which assembled locally to edit such com- 
mandments, and to our holy Fathers; because all these, hav- 
ing been enlightened by the same spirit, have made a law 
of what is useful (a rule of the Seventh Ecumenical Council). 
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the state. Therefore they have a history, and they 
can be or not be. For instance, at the head of the Rus- 
sian church there stood at one time a metropolitan, who 
was replaced by a Patriarch, whose rule in time was 
changed into a synodal rule. This latter also is by 
no means final, for it also may be changed, taking 
some other form, according to the needs and condi- 
tions of the Russian church. 

Since the Apostolic days to ours, the Universal 
Church always distinguished between the dogmatical 
and canonical definitions. The Apostolic rules know 
only of three degrees in the Holy Orders, the bishop, 
the priest and the deacon, placing all other titles 
among the offices of the Church, and not among the 
grades of grace and spirit. The church always dis- 
tinguished between the chirotony and the chtrophecy, 
the first being a mysterious laying on of hands per- 
formed by a bishop for the benefit of a candidate to 
one of the degrees of the Holy Orders, and the second 
being a laying on of hands for the benefit of a candi- 
date to some church office, which a priest also may 
perform for the benefit of those in penance, or those 
joming the Church out of some alien denomination, 
etc., etc. (3) 

Like the rules of the holy Apostles, the Ecumenical 
Councils also know only three grades of the Holy 
Orders, the bishop, the priest and the deacon. See 
the 3d, 4th, 15th and 18th Rules of the First Ecumen- 
ical Council; the 2d and 3d Rules of the Second; the 
2d Rule of the Fourth; the 3d, roth, 23d and 8oth 
Rules of the Sixth; the 3d of the Seventh; and the 


(3) See “An Essay on Church law,” by the Archimandrite 
John, vol. I, p.p. 136-138. 
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4th Rule of the local council of Antioch; the 3d, 
4th and 19th Rules of the local council of Carthage, 
etc., etc. These three grades are called spiritual by 
Councils in distinction of the ecclesiastical connected 
with the world. The 19th Rule of the local council 
of Carthage makes them correspond to the grades of 
=- the priesthood in the Old Testament as follows: the 
bishop corresponds to the high priest, the presbyter 
corresponds to the officiating priest, the deacon cor- 
responds to the levite. 

The history of the Universal Church offers many 
examples of the abuse of the grades of the Holy 
Orders. But the holy Fathers always tried to cor- 
rect these abuses, publishing rules to protect the Holy 
Orders against all transformation, change or destruc- 
tion and against mixing them up with canonical of- 
fices. For instance, the 18th Rule of the First Ecu- 
menical Council forbids the deacons . . to admin- 
ister the Eucharist to the priests or even to touch the 
Holy Gifts before the bishops. | 

There also were cases when the episcopal rights of 
spiritual grace were sinned against by the canonically 
appointed authorities of metropolitans and Patriarchs. 
So, at the beginning of the IVth century, the Bishop 
of Rome interfered with the affairs of the church of 
Carthage, . . . likewise the Bishop of Antioch 
showed a tendency to place the independent church of 
Cyprus under him. But all such incidents were easily 
corrected, clearly being cases of disobedience to the 
rule which the Church observed. Im all such cases 
the bishops appealed to the Councils, either local or 
Ecumenical, and so could easily preserve their rights 
of spirit and grace and their independence. 
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The Fathers of the local council of Carthage wrote 
in their general epistle to Pope Celestin : “Reasonably 
and justly did the Council of Nicea decide, that what- 
ever questions arose they should be solved in their 
own locality. For the Fathers judged that for no 
region does the grace of the Holy Spirit grow ex- 
hausted, through which the priests of Christ behold 
the truth sensibly and keep it firmly, the more so as 
everyone, who doubts the justice of nearest judges, 
is permitted to go to the councils of his own locality 
or even to the Ecumenical Council. Is there any one, 
who could belicve, that our God can breathe the truth 
of judgment only in some one person, and will refuse 
it to the numberless priests assembled in Council? 

Let us not appear introducing the vapory 
haughtiness of the world into the Church of Christ, 
which brings to those, who wish to behold God, the 
light of simplicity and the day of the wisdom of hu- 
mility.” 

To guard themselves from the “vapory haughtiness 
of the world,” the Fathers of this council resolved: 
“Let the Bishop of the first see not be called the 
exarch of the priests, the high priest, or anything of 
the kind, but only of the first see.” (5) 

These rules of the council of Carthage were ac- 
cepted by Ecumenical Councils and are included in 
the legislation of the Universal Church. 

Ecumenical Councils established similar rules against 
the usurpation of independent churches by chief bish- 
ops. The Second Ecumenical Council resolved: “Let 
no local bishops spread their authority on the churches 


6 


(4) The Book of Rules, p.p. 407-409. 
(5) The same, Rule 48. 
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outside their province, and let them not mix up 
churches. But according to rules let the bishop of 
Alexandria rule the churches of Egypt only; and let 
the bishops of the East rule only in the East, preserv- 
ing the prerogatives of the church of Antioch, acknowl- 
edged by the rules of Nicea. . . Without being in- 
vited, let no bishops cross over the boundaries of their 
district either for the purpose of the laying on of 
hands or for any other ecclesiastical order. And if 
the above rule concerning church provinces is observed, 
it is clear, that the affairs of every district should be 
regulated by its local council, as it was resolved in 
Nicea. And the churches of God among alien na- 
tions should be ruled according to the custom of the 
Fathers, which was preserved until now.” (6) 

The 8th rule of the Third Ecumenical Council is 
still more explicit concerning the ee relations of 
local churches and their independence. “ . . Let 
not the rules of the Fathers be broken, let nat the 
pride of the worldly powers steal in under the shape | 
of sacred rite; let us not gradually, imperceptibly lose 
the freedom which our Lord Jesus Christ, liberator of 
all men, granted to us through His blood. And so it 
is the wish of the Holy Ecumenical Council, that every 
eparchy should preserve in purity and without vio- 
lence the rights which belonged to it from the begin- 
ning, according to the custom confirmed of old. Every 
metropolitan, for his own assurance, may without hin- 
drance take a copy of this resolution. And if any- 
body should propose a resolution contrary to the one 
defined now: it is the wish of all the Holy Ecumen- 
ical Council, that it should be inactive.” 


~ (6) The same, Rule 2. 
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A Russian canonist, the Archimandrite John, makes 
the following commentary on this rule: “It is impos- 
sible not to pay special attention to the words of the 
holy Fathers of the Council of Ephesus “Let not the 
pride of the worldly powers steal in under the shape 
of sacred rite.’ Two separate ideas are expressed in 
these words: (1) in the government of the Church 
there must be no predominance of one authority over 
the other, so that no local authority could stand over 
all others, which are its equals in the sacred impor- 
tance of their rights, and still less over all the local 
churches, the rights of which, according to the resolu- 
tion of the Fathers, are to be independent within their 
own boundaries and inviolable; (2) nothing worldly 
must be attached to the spiritual dignity of the church 
authority and its sacred rights, it being alien to this 
authority in spirit, in object and in action. They 
meant the lay authority, the worldly honors, the using 
of worldly means for spiritual objects, etc. So strict 
were the Fathers in their idea of the limits of the 
spiritual power, and so far were they from any idea 
of a universal headship of some single see over the 
whole church.” 

The distinction between the dogmatical and canon- 
ical definitions which the Ecumenical Councils pro- 
claimed to be a law and which is so strictly observed 
in the Eastern church has long since been forgotten 
and lost in the Latin Church. 

The Latin theologian, Thomas Aquinas, a saint and 
a teacher of the church (Doctor of Divinity), in the 
estimation of the Popes, enumerates seven grades of 
the Holy Orders: the doorkeepers—ostiarit, the read- 
ers—lectores, the exorcisers—exorcistae, lightbearers 
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—acolytes, ypodeacons—sub-diaconi, deacons—diacont, 
and priests—presbytert. According to him the first 
five grades belong to inferior offices, and the two 
latter to superior. The grade of the priests is divided 
into priests proper—muinores sacerdotes and bishops— 
minores pontifices. In the centre of the latter stands 
the supreme high priest, the vicar and successor of St. 
Peter, the Father of Fathers, the Pope. 

The grade of the bishops, in its turn, is sub-divided 
in four grades: the bishop, the metropolitan, the arch- 
bishop, and the Patriarch. (8) This sevenfold divis- 
ion was also accepted by the Council of Trent, with 
the same sub-divisions. In the Roman catechism we 
find the same, with a slight difference, however, for 
two of the episcopal grades are joined together by the 
conjunction or, and, as this vacates a fourth place, the 
Pope is placed in it. So that this is how it reads: 
bishop, archbishop or metropolitan, Patriarch and 
Pope. 

However, more modern catechisms (the Catechism 
of Vappler, for instance) do not mention the number — 
of the grades in the Holy Orders. And they are 
wise, for their silence covers up the question: what 
is the exact grade of the Holy Orders the Pope rep- 
resents? If in the Holy Orders he is no more than 
a bishop, then in grace he is the equal of other bish- 


(7) “An Essay on Church law,” by the Archimandrite John, 
Book II, p. 254. 

(8) Ordo autem episcoporum quadripartitus est, scilicet, in 
patriarchis, archiepiscopis, metropolitanis et episcopis (Sum- 
ma. L.I. De sacramentis L. IV. Distinctio XXIV, 12.) The 
same: Patriarchs Graece summus patrum interpretatur, quia 
primum, id est, apostolicum tenetlocum, ut Romanus, Antioch- 
enus, Alexandrinus, sed ominum summus est Romanus. Ibid. 
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ops, and his papal office is merely a canonical institu- 
tion. But if the grace of his office is superior to the 
bishops’, it becomes necessary that the institution of 
the sacrament for the papal degree of Holy Orders 
should be proven, which, needless, to say, is an im- 
possible task. 

The chief cause of all these entanglements is in the 
idea of the papal supremacy. If there is to be a Pope, 
he must be singled out from the ranks of his brother 
bishops and placed above them. In this object: 1, 
the papists do not consider the papacy as an institu- 
tion of ecclesiastical jurisprudence, but as a sacra- 
ment, as a grade of the Holy Orders in spirit and 
grace, as the only and exclusive organ of grace for 
the whole body of the-Church; 2, they attempt to prove 
that the headship of the Pope was not established in 
any canonical way by the Ecumenical Councils, but 
directly and personally by the Founder of our Church, 
the Lord Jesus Christ Himself, and in the form un- 
derstood by the papists; 3, they teach that the su- 
premacy of the Pope excludes every idea of any equal- 
ity between him and the bishops: he is not the first 
among the equal, but his relation to the episcopal grade 
is that of a bishop to his priests and deacons, in other 
words, he is the universal Head, the only supreme 
high priest. 

According to this, the grades of the Holy Orders 
are not three, but at least four, even if the canonical 
offices are separated from them. As a result of all 
this, the Roman Catholics understand papacy to be an 
immutable institution: the Pope judges all, but can 
not be judged by anyone. Such an interpretation abol- 
ishes the principle of Councils, on which reposes the 
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whole structure of the Church and by which the epis- 
copal order is preserved from absorption and final 
disappearance. 

This is why we see in the papal idea the cause of 
the hopeless confusion of dogmatical and canonical 
definitions, their distortion and entanglement. 
Placing canonical offices among spiritual degrees was 
mecessary for the papists in order to raise the impor- 
tance of the Pope, to show the great distance between 
him and the bishops. 

Janus discusses very justly the further consequences 
of this confusion. He writes: “As soon as the partly 
conscious and partly unconscious rupture of the pa- 
pacy with the ancient ecclesiastical order and law 
took place, the colleginm of cardinals came to the 
fore, acquiring the right,, since 1059, to elect the Pope. 
Through legations and the participation in the power 
of the Pope, which became unlimited, the cardinals 
soon became so important, that they looked down 
even upon the bishops, who only in the XIth century 
had the precedence over them at the councils. At the 
beginning, when the papal system was still in the 
throes of birth (in den Geburtsweheng, as early as 
1054 the cardinal bishops demanded precedence over 
archbishops, but to 1196 the latter were still consid- 
ered their superiors. Only during the council of 
Lyons, in 1245, the prerogatives of the cardinals, even 
those amongst them who were mere priests and dea- 
cons, over the bishops of all the Christian world be- 
came a fact, which no one, on either side, tried ever 
to dispute any more. Little by little the situation 
came to such a pass, that bishops could not address 
the cardinals but kneeling down and the cardinals 
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treated them as servants. (9) It was not without 
intention that the Gregorians Anselm and Gregory of 
Pavia, and later on Gracian, included in their statutes 
(Gesetzb iicher) certain quotations from Jerome, which 
state the original equality of bishops and presbyters, 
bringing down the prerogatives of bishops to a mere 
custom. The short-sighted builders of the papal edi- 
fice did not perceive that by so doing they have placed 
the sword at the roots of the papal primacy also. They 
were concerned only with giving prerogatives to the 
cardinals, which would prepare the way for the su- 
premacy of the Roman Curia and erect the edifice of 
papacy on the ruins of the ancient episcopal system. 
As the Statute of Grecian was the only source whence 
came the ideas of the Church and hierarchy, at the 
end of the XIIIth century the bishops were brought 
to seek the position of a cardinal presbyter and took 
for a promotion this deposing (Degradirung) from 
bishops to presbyters, which the Church of Antiquity 
would simply consider monstrous. (10) In the days 
when blossomed the abolitions, the downfall of all 
the ancient rules of the Church, the decay of all the 
links binding the parishes, when the parochial govern- 
ment was shaken by wandering mendicant monks, de- 
positions of this kind became a regular system.” (11) 
But when and how did take place this confusion of 
dogmas and canon in the doctrine of the Pope, which 
(9) See the unanimous work of a Frenchman at the end of 
the XIVth century, in Paulin, Paris, manuscript Francais VI, 
. 265. 
ý Go A deposition of this kind, even if it were done in pun- 
ishment, was considered blasphemous. See above, Fourth 
Ecumenical Council, rule 23. 
(11) Junus, “The Pope and the Council,” pp. 223-225. 
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is such a dire calamity for the whole body of the 
Universal Church? 

The solution of this question will give us an answer 
to all our perplexities and disputes of many centuries. 
Let us begin from the very kernel of the matter, fol- 
lowing its growth and development. . . We shall 
endeavor to trace the very laws of the church life, 
seeking in them alone the solution of disputable points 
and avoiding polemics. 


I. 

The kingdom of Christ, as the kingdom of God, is 
a spiritual kingdom, a kingdom of freedom, of faith 
and of love, and speaking of it we can use only sacred 
words. : 

As we have already shown above, the kingdom of 
Christ is above all a holy spiritual brotherhood. This 
term must be understood here in its highest and pur- 
est and at the same time most direct sense. Christ, 
our Saviour, is the foundation and the Head of our 
brotherhood. In Christ, we all are brothers, in Christ 
we all are children of the Heavenly Father, in Christ 
we all are participators in gifts of grace of the Holy 
Ghost. In the right of sharing in the grace gifts of 
God we all are equal; the treasury of the love of the 
Heavenly Father is accessible to all and inexhaustible : 
come all and take all you can hold! 

There is no distinction for pastor and flock, age and 
sex. The Apostle says: “There is neither Greek nor 
Jew, circumcision, nor uncircumcision, Barbarian, Scy- 
thian, bond nor free, but Christ is all and in all.” 
(Colossians III, 11.) Explaining the glorious mys- 
tery of the Pentecost to the assembled crowd, St. 
Peter said: “But this is that which was spoken by 
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the prophet Joel; and it shall come to pass in the last 
days, saith God, I will pour out of my spirits upon 
all flesh: and your sons and your daughters shall 
prophesy, and your young men shall see visions, and 
your old men shall dream dreams: and on my ser- 
vants and on my handmaidens I will pour out in 
those days of my Spirit; and they shall prophesy.” 
(The Acts II, 16-18.) 

Yet all do not participate equally in the 

gits of grace, but according to the power of faith, the 
zeal of achievement, and the fervour of love. 
But as there are no limits to the achievements of faith 
and love, there can be no limits to the participation in 
the gifts of grace. Accordingly, one of the flock 
may exceed his pastors in the gifts of grace. The 
holy Apostles, who built up the Church of Christ, were 
gifted with high gifts of grace and entrusted with 
extraordinary powers, yet amongst them there lived a 
Holy Virgin, who had no pastoral preogatives, yet 
exceeded them all in grace. The Church glorifies St. 
Athanasius the Great, St. Basil the Great, St. Greg- 
ory the Divine, St. Leo the Pope of Rome, as great 
workers of faith and pillars of Orthodoxy, moved by 
the zeal for truth; yet there were others, who, though 
they were not invested with great pastoral rights and 
prerogatives, were equally possessors of splendid gifts 
of grace and pillars of universal truth. Such were 
St. Anthony the Great, St. Macarius of Egypt, St. 
Mocarius of Alexandria, and many others. 

In the holy brotherhood of Christ, advantages of 
grace and morals certainly exist, according to the ex- 
ertion of love and faith, but their possessors are con- 
scious of them without pride, and their less gifted 


— 126— 


brethren acknowledge them without dispute or envy. 

Doubtlessly, it is in view of this brotherhood of 
the faithful and of this equal participation in the gifts 
of grace, that our Lord gave us the following com- 
mandment: “But be not ye called Rabbi, for one is 
your master, even Christ, and all ye are brethren; and 
so call no man your father upon the earth, for one is 
your Father which is in heaven; neither be ye called 
masters, for one is your master, even Christ; but he 
that is greatest among you shall be your servant.” 
(St. Matthew XXIII, 8-11.) These are the rules and 
the rights of the life of grace in the kingdom of God! 

Yet the kingdom of God is at the same time the 
Church of God. In other words it is not only a spir- 
itual Brotherhood, but also a visible well ordered holy 
community, which has its hierarchy, which governs it, 
its laws, according to which it lives and acts, and its 
relations, which express the life of its members. 

The holy Apostles were the first organizers of the 
Universal Church. In apostolic authority and the Holy 
Ghost’s gifts of grace, they all were each other’s 
equals. But grace was not manifest in them all in 
the same way. For instance, Peter isthe greatest of 
them in the power of his faith, the manliness, firm- 
ness and impetuosity of his character; but Paul is 
greater in the labors and achievements of preaching, 
for, as he says himself: “I laboured more abundantly 
than they all, yet not I, but the grace of God which 
was in me.” (I Corinthians XV, 10); in the lofti- 
ness of his eloquence, St. John is the first, the beloved 
disciple of the Lord; in righteousness St. James, the 
Lord’s brother, was first; and in calling, St. Andrew, 
the brother of Peter. 
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The ancient history tells us, that the greatest of the 
Apostles, the pillars of the Church, like Peter and John, 
though it would seem that the Lord himself loved 
them best, did not compete as to which of them was 
the more glorious, but unanimously set James a bishop 
over all, who for the excellence of his virtues was 
surnamed the rightcous, ziving into his hands the gov- 
erning of the church of Jerusalem and of all the 
Church of Christ jointly with the other apostles. (12) 

The Holy Apostles were the first to realize the 
brotherhood of spirit and grace, in their own com- 
munity. We saw that every single one of them, as all, 
and that all as every single one fulfilled the command- 
ment of Christ, going to cities and villages, preaching 
the gospels, teaching the people, baptizing them in the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy 
Ghost and teaching them to observe all things the 
Lord has commanded (St. Matthew XXVIII, 20). 
Each acted on his own responsibility and independ- 
ently, but all together built and organized the one 
Church of Christ, so that when they all left this world 
the local churches, founded by them, were in perfect 
agreement and formed one Universal Church. 

In the company of the Apostles we see no govern- 
ing centre whatever. According to the word of 
Christ, he was to be the chief among them who served 
his brethren the better. At the very beginning whilst 
Christianity spread among the Jews, Peter was the 
most active. He proposed to elect a new Apostle in- 
stead of the fallen Judas; after the descent of the 
Holy Ghost he addressed the crowd in the name of 


(12) History of the Church, book 2, chapter I and XXIII, 
PP. 59, IOI-102. 
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his brethren, converting to Christ 3,000; later, after 
the lame man was healed, he adressed the multitude 
again, converting 5,000. He denounced Ananias and 
his wife. Through him it was first revealed to the 
Church, that the heathen were also called and will be 
saved in Christ equally with the Jews, who were the 
children of an older covenant. He also took part in 
the Council of the Apostles, though he was not its presi- 
dent, as the papists want to believe, for James, the 
brother of the Lord, was president and his resolutions 
were accepted by the Council. Peter took part in this 
Council only as witness, that it was the will of the 
Lord that the heathen should be taken into the Church 
of God equally with the Jews. This ends the public 
activity of St. Peter, for his further achievements in 
the cause of the Gospels are hardly mentioned by the 
Acts and belong to the region of tradition. 

Another Apostle comes to the fore, instead of him; 
an Apostle who was as great and as glorious as Peter. 
I mean St. Paul, whose preaching is the chief sub- 
ject of the Acts of the Apostles, from the thirteenth 
chapter to the end of the book. The Apostles’ them- 
selves decided that Paul should be entrusted with 
preaching to the uncircumcised, whereas Peter was to 
preach to the circumcised. St. Paul has truly labored 
more abundantly than any of the Apostles (I Corinth- 
ians XV, 10). He founded the churches of Asia 
Minor, on Cyprus, in Macedonia and Greece, and car- 
ried his preaching as far as Illyricum. He also was 
first to carry the Gospels over to the shores of the 
Tibre, to Rome, whither he previously wrote epistles 
and where he had friends, as it seems, amongst his 
own disciples. 
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And so, though claiming the equality of privilege 
and grace for all the Apostles, the Holy Church, at the 
same time, makes a distinction between their indi- 
vidual gifts and their activity. Peter and Paul, John, 
Andrew and James, have all been differently sur- 
named by the Church because of this distinction (as it 
was established above). 

The holy Fathers write: “All the blessed apostles 
received from the Lord an equal grace of holiness. 
But I do not know for what reason, Peter and Paul 
seem to exceed all others in a kind of a personal trust 
our Saviour placed in them. This is confirmed by 
the actions of the Lord Himself. He gave the keys 
of the kingdom of Heaven to Peter, as a good builder ; 
yet he entrusted Paul with the teaching of the church, 
as a capable teacher, so that whoever the one instruct- 
ed in salvation, should be admitted by the other into 
rest; they, whose hearts Paul opened with teaching, 
should have the kingdom of Heaven opened by Peter 
for their souls. Both had received a key from the 
Lord: Paul the key of wisdom, Peter the key of pow- 
er. The one distributes the riches of immortality, the 
other the treasures of wisdom. . . Therefore the 
blessed Peter and Paul stand above all the other 
apostles and exceed them by a certain personal privi- 
lege. But between them two which is to be pre- 
fered? This is not known. For, I think, they are equal 
in merit, for they have been equal in suffering; they 
have lived with an equal devotion to faith and together 
they have attained the glory of martyrdom. And 
where did they meet their martyr end? In Rome, a 
city which holds the precedence and head of the na- 
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tions (principatum et caput). That is where was the Pe i 
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head of superstition, the head of righteousness found 
test. Where lived the chiefs (principes) of the 
heathen, there died the chiefs (principes) of the 
churches.” (13) 

Another holy Father writes: “What is Peter? He 
is the first of the Apostles, a member of the holy 
Catholic Church. But Paul, Andrew and John, what 
are they if not the heads of the nations? Yet, they all 
are members under the same head, in brief, they are 
saints before the law, saints under the law, saints un- 
der grace, who together belong to the body of the 
Lord, standing in the number of the members of the 
Church, and none of them ever wished to be called 
universal.” (14) 

What should we say, then, about the supremacy of 
Peter? It is clearly indicated in the Gospels which 
the papists claim with perfect justice. St. Matthew 
calls him first: The first, Simon, who 1s called Peter 
(St. Matthew X, 2). In naming the twelve Apostles, 
both the Evangelist Mark and the Evangelist Luke, 
begin their enumeration with Peter, though neither 

(13) This is quoted from a homily on the death of St. 
Peter and St. Paul. This homily was formerly ascribed to 
St. Ambrosius and so was included in his works, edited in 
1516. Others ascribed it to St. Augustine, or to St. Motin 
(died in October, 465), under whose name it is read in the 
Roman Book of Hours, during the Divine service every 5th 
of July. In any case, the antiquity of the work is not to be 
doubted. See the work on Theology, of the Archimandrites 
Innocent, 1859, part I, the footnote to pp. 331-332. My own 
attempts to verify this quotation in the Library of the Clerical 
Academy and the St. Petersburg Public Library were not 
successful. 

(14) From a letter of St. Gregory Dialogos to John of 
Constantinople. Opera, tome 2, epist. 18, p. 743. Paris, 1705. 
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directly calls him first. And St. John, when narrat- 
ing the episode of the calling of Peter, adds, that after 
the first look at him, our Lord gave him a new name: 
Cephas, in Hebrew and Peter in Greek, no doubt m 
designation of his moral characteristic, namely, of the 
firmness of his faith. 

But being first in this way does not constitute power 
in itself, neither does it guarantee any prerogatives. 

In the eyes of the papists, Peter’s being first 
among the disciples acquires its great importance in 
connection with the paramount promises which the 
Lord gave him later on. 

Let us linger on these promises and make them clear. 
At the time of His eighth travel across Galilee, which 
was the one before the last, the Lord took His dis- 
ciples to the farthermost boundaries of this country, 
on the way to Ceasarca Phillipi, with the evident in- 
tention of giving out to them the supreme revelation 
concerning the foundation of the Church, His own ap- 
proaching martyrdom and death on the cross, by 
which the salvation of men is to be accomplished: 
“And as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, 
even so must the Son of Man be lifted up: that who- 
soever believeth in him should not perish but have 
eternal life; for God so loved the world that he gave 
his only begotten Son that whosoever believeth in him 
should not perish, but have everlasting life” (St. John 
III, 14-16). 

This moment is of the highest importance in the 
salvation of mankind! For having promised to His 
disciples to build up the Church, He began from this 
time forth gradually to reveal to them “to shew into 
his disciples how that he must go unto Jerusalem and 
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suffer many things of the elders and chief pricsts and 
scribes, and be killed and be raised again the third 
day” (St. Matthew XVI, 21). Jesus began His su- 
preme revelation by asking: “Whom do men say that 
I the Son of Man am?’ The Apostles answered: 
“Some say that thou art John the Baptist, some Elias, 
and others Jeremiah, or one of the prophets.’ But 
this was imperfect faith, it lacked the most essential, 
the confession of the Divinity of Christ. The Church 
could not be founded on such faith. . . The Lord 
asked again: “But whom say ye that I am?” The 
question was addressed to all, but Simon Peter an- 
swered for all: “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the 
living God.’ This was a perfect answer. An answer 
like that could not have come from the reasoning of 
man, but only from Divine inspiration. Therefore 
the Lord blessed Peter: “Blessed art thou Simon Bar- 
jona, for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto 
thee, but my Father which is in heaven; and I say 
also unto thee, that thou art Peter, and upon this rock 
I will build my church, and the gates of hell shall not 
prevail against it; and I will give unto thee the keys 
of heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt find on earth 
shall be found in heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt 
loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven” (St. John 
XVI, 13-19). The Apostles have aready more than 
once confessed the Divinity of Jesus, for they heard 
the first testimony as to this from John the Baptist. 
This greatest prophet said of Him that He was the 
“Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the 
world,” that is the Redeeming Messiah; that He was 
the man destined to baptize men with the Holy Spirit, 
that is the consecrating Messiah, and that He was 
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the Son of God, that is the Godman (St. John I, 29, 
33, 34). This testimony attracted to Jesus His first 
disciples, who, spreading the news of the appearance 
of the Messiah, also spread the news of John the Bap- 
tist’s recording that he was the Son of God. At least, 
Nathaniel meeting Him for the first time, confesses 
that He is the Son of God and the Messiah: “Rabbi, 
thou art the Son of God, thou art the King of Israel.” 
The Lord accepted the confession of Nathaniel and 
confirmed it but gave him no blessing. At the end of 
the second Passover, the Apostles, in the person of 
Peter, confessed once more that He was the Christ, the 
Messiah, the Son of the living God: “And we believe 
and are sure that thou art Christ, the Son of the liv- 
ing God” (St. John VI, 69) ; but even this time they 
received no approval. 

Then why did the Lord bless Peter at the third con- 
fession? No doubt, in order to indicate the superior- 
ity of Peter’s confession . . . and its salutary 
importance for the Church, and also in order to 
strengthen it in the apostles against the approaching 
doubts and temptations, which were necessary to fol- 
low His death on the cross. With the same object 
the Lord demonstrated His Divine glory in His Trans- 
figuration, as the Church explains it in its canticle 
sung on the day, when this event is commemorated: 
“So that, seeing Thee crucified, they understand Thou 
hast freely chosen Thy passion and announce to the 
world: Thou truly art the radiance of the 
Father.” (16) 

But why did Christ bless Peter alone, when Peter 


(15) This shall be elaborated further on. 
(16) The Kondac for August 6, 19 new style. 
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distinctly spoke for all the Apostles and not for him- 
self alone? The answer to this question we may find 
in the commentaries of St. Cyprion: “And so the 
Lord said to Peter: I tell thee, etc.; and again after 
the resurrection: feed my sheep. And though after 
His resurrection, He imparts equal power to the 
Apostles, saying: “As my Father hath sent me, even 
so send I you, and when he had said this, he breathed 
on them, and saith unto them, Receive ye the Holy 
Ghost: whose soever sins ye remit, they are remitted 
unto them, and whose soever sins you retain, they are 
retained” (St. John XX, 21-23) ; yet in order to point 
out the oneness of the Church, it was His wish to 
begin this unity from the one. Of course, the other 
Apostles were what Peter was, all having equal dig- 
nity and power. But at the beginning only one is 
pointed out, to designate the one Church. . . It is 
our duty firmly to support and defend this oneness, 
especially the duty of the bishops, who preside over 
the Church as proof that the episcopate also is one 
and indivisible. . . The episcopate is one and every 
bishop participates in it wholy. In the same way, the 
Church is one, though, with the increase of fecundity, 
it is broken into plurality.” (17) 

In the Apostolic Church, Christ’s unity was 
perfectly manifested, but not for the sake of St. 
Peter: it was an extraordinary unity and, in the full 

G7) Works of St. Cyprion, in Russian translation. T. II, 
PP. 173-174. For the detailed analysis of the texts of this 
author forged by the papists and the many supposed testimo- 
nies of this Father for the benefit of the supremacy of the 
Pope, see the work of Archimandrite Nicanor entitled “Analy- 


sis of the Roman teaching of the visible headship in the 
Church,” Kazan, 1871, pp. 206-236. 
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sense of the word, it was the unity of grace. If it is 
permissible to use a philosophic term, we should say 
that the unity of the primitive church was “direct.” 
It has been once and shall not be repeated in the same 
form. The cause of this unity was in the Apostles, 
who preached the doctrine of Christ as its direct hear- 
ers and witnesses, as personal beholders of the Word, 
to use their own expression, and, at the same time, 
they preached under the direct guidance and enlight- 
ening grace of the Holy Spirit: It is easy to under- 
stand, that they did not need any governing, so to 
speak, official center. By the power of the Holy 
Ghost they all were centered in Christ, and brought 
into immediate connection with Him all those, who 
accepted their word of salvation through Him. This 
is why St. John writes, in the name of all the Apostles: 
“That which we have seen and heard declare we unto 
you, that ye also may have fellowship with us: and 
truly our fellowship is with the Father and with his 
Son Jesus Christ” (I St. John I, 3). And this is why 
we say that such unity has no other example in the 
history of the Church. 

The development of the exterior disciplinary unity, 
or, if you wish, of the official unity, begins immedi- 
ately after the time of the Apostles. 

In order to form a correct idea of that period, we 
can not be guided by any accidental or disputable oc- 
currences in the history of the Church. Unlike the 
papists, we can not be guided by the epistle of Clement 
of Rome to the Corinthians, or the attitude of Victor 
towards the churches of Asia Minor. We must be 
guided by fundamental documents only, which are in- 
disputable and official for both the contesting sides. 
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These documents are the Church Rules. 

The Church Rules have the highest importance for 
us, . . . as the legal relations of the hierarchs 
found in them expression, firmness and stability. In 
the region of church discipline, they are what the 
symbols of faith are in the region of doctrine. Through 
symbols and ecumenical definitions of faith, we un- 
derstand and explain the church songs and their dog- 
` matical contents ; and in the light of the Church Canon 
we examine and judge the personal mutual relations 
of hierarchical dignitaries. On the contrary, we do 
not expound the rules of the Ecumenical Councils in 
the light of personal relations. For instance, John 
Chrysostom of Consstantinople, in a letter to Inno- 
cent, bishop of Rome, complains of the unlawful ac- 
tion of Theophilus of Alexandria . . . and asks 
protection and help against the violator of the church 
rules; and in doing this, John addresses Innocent as 
his most reverend and most holy master. (18) 

Are we also to conclude from this letter, as do the 
papists, that John actually acknowledged the headship 
of Innocent and was his inferior? No doubt, ques- 
tions of this kind can only be decided by referring to 
the Church Canon, which alone can give us a true 
and indisputable solution of all such questions. 

Here is another example. In certain canticles the 
Orthodox bishops of Rome, like St. Clement, St. Syl- 
vester, St. Leo, St. Martin and others, are called suc- 
cessors of St. Peter, chiefs of the Councils, heads of 
the Orthodox Church of Christ, etc., etc. How ought 
we to understand these expressions, literally or as 


(18) “Letters of St. John Chrysostom to various persons.” 
Separate edition. St. Petersburg, 1866, pp. 1-18. 
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simple figures of speech, in which the Orthodox Church 
sought to show the profound respect it felt for its 
holy prelates. The papists demand a literal interpre- 
tation, and we refuse to concede it. Where, then, are 
we to seek the true gauge for the solution of this dis- 
pute? In the Canon of the Church alone; these rules 
alone can give us the right idea of the canticles, in 
which the church praises these great prelates of Rome. 
Therefore, let us turn to the Canons of the Church 
and seek in them our guidance. 

The “Rules of the Holy Apostles” are the funda- 
mental and essential law of the Universal Church. 
They governed the Church during the first three cen- 
turies, and all the further ecclesiastical law is nothing 
but the development and amplification of these rules. 
Therefore they usually begin all the collections of the 
‘Church Canons, both in the Eastern and the Latin 
churches, with that difference that the former counts 
85 rules and the latter only 50. However, in the 
present dispute this difference has no importance what- 
ever, because the rules we are going to examine are 
equally and indisputably accepted by both churches. 

Carefully examining the Apostolic Rules, we find 
in them no allusion whatever to the existence of any 
autocratic power in the ancient Church; yet the ques- 
tion of the fundamental and original degree of priest- 
hood was paramount, for that epoch especially, and 
could not have been overlooked. When the Apostles 
left this world, the most important question for the 
pastors of the time naturally was: through whom the 
laying on of hands of the apostolic succession is to be 
continued? Who was to consecrate the bishops, the 
successors of the Apostles, and who was to see that 
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the duties, with which they were entrusted, were 
strictly carried out? If the bishop of Rome were the 
Divinely established head high-priest as well as the 
JJOUM əy} JO uoenəsuoo ð} JO ədruwud [eUIsIIO 
Church, there is no doubt that the rules, placed at the 
foundation of the church legislation for all times 
would mention this exceptional and extraordinary 
person. But they emphatically do not. This being 
so, who has the supreme authority, after the Apostles ? 
Who was to consecrate bishops, to watch over them 
and to judge them? To these questions the rules of 
the holy Apostles give a most dicisive and precise 
answer: The Council of bishops. The Council of 
bishops was to supply bishops, the Council was to. 
judge them, the Council was to attend to the general 
affairs of the Church. | 

The examination of the Rules 1, 34 and 37 will 
convince us that it was so. | 

The First Rule which begins the whole legislation of 
the Church says: A bishop ts to be consecrated by two 
or three bishops. Consequently, the Council of bish- 
ops is the organ and the medium, which is to pre- 
serve the succession of the apostolic laying on of 
hands. ‘It is especially to be noted, that none of the 
rules mention any local or personal succession, be it 
the succession of Peter, Paul, John or anybody else. 
What is mentioned is consecration in general. This 
means that, if circumstances should demand it, the 
bishop of Rome may be consecrated by a Council of 
bishops in Jerusalem, Constantinople or St. Peters- 
burg. And he, who was thus consecrated, would 
receive the grace of the apostolic service for the 
benefit of the church of Rome, and would be 
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as legal a successor to St. Peter as if the laying on of 
hands was performed for him in Rome itself. The 
Council of bishops transmits the succession of the 
Apostles in general, and not of some one Apostle. 

This rule alone is quite sufficient to destroy the pa- 
pal system completely, without any further commen- 
taries. 

But we have further testimony of the development 
of this Rule in future times. Thus, it is confirmed by 
the 13th and 6oth rules of the Local Council of Car- 
thage, which took place in 419-426. The 4th Rule of 
the First Ecumenical Council and the 3d rule of the 
Seventh resolved that it is more becoming that all the 
bishops of that region, in the presence of the metro- 
politan, should establish, that 1s, elect and consecrate 
by the laying on of hands, a bishop for the newly 
opened cathedra. A consecration made not accord- 
ing to this resolution has no force (Council of Anti- 
och, Rule 19) and he who was consecrated not in the 
presence of a metropolitan must not be a bishop (First 
‘Council, rule 6). 

Later on, when the Church established the superior 
administrative authority of the Patriarchs, the conse- 
cration of bishops by a Council was not changed in 
the least. The Eastern church still holds to the same 
order of consecration, even though a Patriarch should 
take part in the laying on of hands. Yet in the 
church of Rome, the Pope made it his own personal 
privilege to consecrate bishops by himself. Which, of 
course, violates the fundamental rule of the Apostles. 

The 34th and 37th rules of the apostles confirm for 
all the church the council principle, as supreme. The 
34th Rule establishes the particulars of the council 
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district, the person of the president and his authority. 
It says: “The bishops of each nation should know 
the first among them, and acknowledge him as their 
head, and do nothing exceeding their own authority 
without his judgment: every bishop to do only that, 
which concerns his eparchy and the places belonging 
to it. But the first bishop also must do nothing with- 
out the judgment of all, let there thus be unanimity.” 

From this Rule we see, first, that the boundaries of 
local churches coincide with the boundaries of the 
spread of this or that population and are defined by it 
({hekastou ethnous) and that such local church repre- 
sents the totality of several eparchies; second, that 
the unity of these eporchies must depend on the ac- 
knowledgment of the supremacy and headship of one 
of the bishops; third, that the knowledge and power 
of each bishop spread on the affairs of his eparchy 
alone, general affairs, exceeding the authority of one 
bishop, like heresies, definitions of faith and making 
of rules, being attended to by the whole Council; and 
-~ fourth, that the mutual relations between the bishops 
and the first of, them are established, nothing being 
done with regard to general affairs either by the bish- 
ops, without the first among them, or by the latter 
without the general Council. 

This Rule lies at the foundation of all the further 
developments of hierarchical degrees, and, conse- 
quently, it deserves a careful examination. But be- 
fore we examine the history of this Rule, we must 
speak of the 37th Rule. 

The 37th Rule of the Apostles establishes the num- 
ber of Councils a year, the time for them and the sub- 
jects of their discussions. It says: “twice a year let 
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there be a Council of bishops, let them discuss the 
dogmas of righteousness and solve the disputes hap- 
pening in the church: the first council during the 
fourth week of the Pentecost (*) and the second on 
the 12th of October.” 

This Rule also has its history. As we shall see fur- 
ther, the subsequent growth of the hierarchical power 
not only did not abolish it, but, on the contrary, in- 
sistently made it only the more legal, confirmed and 
remembered. 

All the Ecumenical Councils, together with the 
local, establishing the authority of the presiding bish- 
op, always reminded the churches of the necessity of 
local councils (see the 5th Rule of the First Ecumen- 
ical Council, the 19th Rule of Fourth, the 8th Rule of 
the Sixth, the 6th Rule of Seventh, also the 20th Rule 
of the local council of Antioch and the 27th Rule of 
the local council of Carthage) ; they bound the bishops 
to come to the local councils under penalty of punish- 
ment (see the 19th Rule of Fourth Ecumenical Coun- 
cil, the 8th Rule of the Sixth, also the goth Rule of the 
local council of Laodicea and 87th and 88th Rules of 
the local council of Carthage). The councils are to 
be called yearly by the local bishop, and, if he is 
neglectful of this duty, he is to be punished (see the 
19th and 20th Rules of the local council of Antioch 
and the 6th Rule of Seventh Ecumenical Council). 

Accordingly the Councils always were the supreme 
ecclesiastical court for the settling of all affairs, dis- 
putes and complaints. The clergy could complain of 
their bishop to the council, if he was unjust to them, 
and the bishops could complain of their metropolitan ; 


*The fourth week after Easter. Trans. 
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and if the local council was presided by this metro- - 
politan and the complaining parties were not satisfied, 
they could appeal to a larger council or to the exarch 
of the land, until justice was done. 

In case of heresy on the part of the metropolitan, 
the bishops had the right to forbid him any ecclesias- 
tical communion with them and judge him in a coun- 
cil, in which the nearest metropolitans were to take 
part (see the 1st Rule of the Third Ecumenical Coun- 
cil). Later on this rule was applied even to the Pa- 
triarchs. pe Ne 

But let us return to the 34th Apostolic Rule. 

This Rule sates that the bishops are o accept the 
first among them for their head, but it says nothing 
whatever as to who is to be considered the first and 
what are the signs of this supremacy. Scientific re- 
search is not necessary for the solution of this ques- 
tion. . . The first among the bishops was he who 
actually was the first of this hierarchical degree to 
come into this or that country, who was there the 
cause of the spread of Christianity and consequently 
of the Holy Orders. As Christianity spread in minor 
towns and villages, new church communities and new 
bishops were established. These latter, having re- 
ceived their priestly dignity from the former, honored 
him as their father, and thus in local churches moral 
supremacy was established, which, in time, became a 
custom and a right. As Christianity spread from the 
larger cities, this supremacy indisputably belonged to 
their: bishops. jJerusalem in Palestine, Antioch in 
Syria, Ephesus in Asia, Corinth and Athens in Greece, 
Rome in Italy, Lyons in Southern Gaul, Carthage in 
Northern Africa, Alexandria in Egypt, etc., were the 
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central towns whence spread Christianity and whose 
bishops were the first bishops in every respective 
country. 

The following circumstances strengthened this sim- 
ple right to supremacy; the holy Apostles began their 
preaching in the chief cities and founded there the 
first churches, with bishops at their heads. The di- 
rect origin of the churches from the Apostles exalted 
their importance . . . as the direct laying on of 
hands of the Apostles exalted their successors. The 
devoted reverence, which the faithful felt for the 
Apostles, was attached to their direct successors, or 
as they were called, the apostolic men. The episcopal 
see which derived its origin directly from the Apostles 
was usually called an Apostolic see. We shall give 
to the supremacy of this kind the name of ecclestasti- 
cal historical supremacy. 

Fathers of the Church like Shenaeus and authors 
like Tertullian, in their struggles against the heretics, 
always referred to the Apostolic churches as the guar- 
dians of the true tradition. But as the apostolic times 
gradually receded and the local tradition gradually be- 
came generalized in one ecumenical tradition, the im- 
portance of the origin of the various sees became much 
less important, if not altogether lost, giving way be- 
fore a different principle, which was purely civic. 
At present, the Apostolic sees command respect only 
because of a deeply rooted custom and out of a gen- 
eral respect for antiquity. 

Such, for instance, are the Roman, the Alexandrian 
and the Antiochian sees, 

In the meantime, the civic principle acted together 
with the ecclesiastical historical principle. The im- 


— 144 — 


portance of episcopal sees was influenced by the im- 
portance of the central city in this or that region. If 
in our day capitals play an important part in the whole 
life of the state, in antiquity central cities had a still 
greater influence on the general life of nations. Rome 
started only as a city, but in time it became a mon- 
archy of world wide renown. Carthage, a mere Phe- 
nician colony, stood out at the head of the whole 
northern Africa. Alexandria, also but a Greek col- 
ony, led the whole of Egypt. Antioch had the same 
importance for Siria. . . Therefore, it was only 
natural for the bishops of capital cities to stand at 
the head of the bishops of the whole country. The 
very conditions of the life in the capitals also worked 
towards. this end: the aristocratic birth, the superior 
education and the connection of bishops, all these 
constituted the civic principle. 

This principle played an important part in the rise 
of the see of Constantinople. Formerly, on the cite 
of Constantinople there stood Bysantium, a small 
town, where, according to tradition, the church was 
founded by the Apostle Andrew, who also established 
its first bishop Stachius. But Byzantium was so un- 
important and so uninfluential, that it could not keep 
its significance as an Apostolic see. When, under the 
name of Constantinople, it became the metropolis, it 
was too late to re-establish the forgotten tradition. 
. . . Constantinople grew in its power and influ- 
ence over the whole empire, as the residence of the 
emperors. Together with this, the influence of the 
bishop of Constantinople on the affairs of the whole 
Church also increased and developed. All the Patri- 
archs, the Roman not excepted, had their representa- 
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tives in Constantinople, who often needed the help 
of its bishop when trying to obtain something from 
the emperor. This was the reason of the great rise 
of the bishop of Constantnople over his other brother 
bishops. 

Something similar took place in all cities, where 
Christianity developed after the Apostles. 

But neither the ecclesiastical historical principle nor 
the civic principle can be called unconditional. 

As the records of the Councils show us, the holy 
Fathers applied different principles to different cases. 

Still these two principles decided the question 
of the episcopal supremacy. . . Judging by the 
local councils of the IIId and IVth centuries, there 
were very many provinces with chief bishops, but 
they had but little influence. Yet all these churches, 
conscious of their moral unity, strove to attain the 
canonical disciplinary unity as well, the 34th Apostolic 
Rule pointing out the normal way of its growth. 

At first the prerogatives of the oldest bishop of the 

province were established in acordance with this Rule. 

We may say with perfect certainty that this 
was the way in which were defined the rights and pre- 
rogatives of the bishops of metropolis. This was 
the first stage. 

Yet it became necessary to elect a bishop who would 
be first among the metropolitans. If the 34th Rule 
was applicable to the bishops, it was just as applic- 
able to the metropolitans. . . Out of this grew 
and developed the rights and prerogatives of the Pa- 
triarchs, that is, such bishops as were first amongst 
metropolitans. The definition of the powers and du- 
ties of a Patriarch were made during the period of 
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Ecumenical Councils. . . And, from the above de- 
scription of the deciding principles, it is clear enough 
which of the metropolitans were to come to the fore. 

The civic principle was the more active of the two, 
though the ecclesiastical historical principle was also 
taken notice of. Rome was the chief center of the 
empire. The Roman church, founded by the greatest 
of the Apostles, Peter and Paul, or rather first by 
Paul and then by Peter, enjoyed a great renown, both 
because of the superior character of its founders and 
because of its control and influential position as a city. 

Therefore, it stands to reason, that the bishop of 
that city was bound to enjoy special honors from the 
Christians and special privileges among his brother 
bishops. In the Rules of the First Ecumenical Coun- 
cil (325) we see, that even before the patriarchal privi- 
leges were properly defined, custom placed the right 
of supremacy with the bishop of Rome, yet, at the 
time, he was supreme only amongst the churches of 
Middle Italy, as the Italian churches of the north and 
the south knew no power above them until the IXth 
century. Later‘on, the bishops of the west resolved 
to appeal to the Pope of Rome as the supreme author- 
ity, the resolution being worded as follows: “if one 
of the bishops in some matter find himself condemned, _ 
but thinks himself to have not a wrong but a right 
case, and wants to be judged again, let it, as it is your 
wish to honor with love the memory of the Apostle 
Peter, be written from those, who judged, to Julius, 
the bishop of Rome, etc.” 

The other center of the empire was Alexandria, the 
capital of the Ptolemys, renowned for its culture and 
refinement. Its church, founded by the Evangelist 
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Mark and made celebrated by great and learned Chris- 
tian men, was counted second in importance, its bish- 
op sharing its privileges, until the end of the IVth 
century. 

The third center was Antioch of Syria, and its 
church, founded by the labors of Paul and Peter, also 
occupied the third place in the rank of the great 
churches of antiquity, all the neighboring bishops ac- 
cepting the privileges of its bishop over them. The 
other churches, also founded by the Apostles, as, for 
instance, the churches of Ephesus, Corinth and Ath- 
ens, having no political importance, were not able to 
maintain their dignity as Apostolic sees and even lost 
their independence, or stopped being autocephaous. 

The First Ecumenical Council thus defined the 
rights and privileges of the illustrious churches of 
Rome, Alexandria and Antioch: “Let us preserve the 
ancient customs, received in Egypt, Lybia and Pentop- 
olis, that the bishop of Alexandria may have authority 
over all these. For this is also customary to. the 
bishop of Rome. Likewise in Antioch and other re- 
gions, let the churches keep their privileges.” One of 
the chief of these privileges was that the metropoli- 
tans of these towns were to consecrate all the other 
bishops of the neighboring regions. 

The same Ecumenical Council added the bishop of 
Jerusalem to the number of the supreme bishops, 
though only in a titulary sense. For, though the 
church of Jerusalem is the mother of all the churches, 
as it is sung by the Eastern church to this day (19), 
it having been destroyed under Emperor Hadrian and 


(19) The third verse of the prayer “Lord, I have called to 
Thee,” 8th voice. 
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its very name being substituted by the new name of 
Eliah, its bishop could not have retained the ancient 
prerogatives (20), which were due to him as the pas- 
tor of the very church founded by the Lord Himself, 
and whose first bishops were His own brothers James 
and Simon. - 

But in the [Vth century, through the pious endeav- 
ors of St. Helena, mother of the emperor Constan- 
tine, the holy places of Christianity became once more 
accessible, and the prerogatives of the church of Jeru- 
salem were once more remembered and began to be 
restored. . . In this way were established the four 
supreme sees. 

But soon after this, the see of Constantinople, the 
newly organized metropolis of the Eastern Roman 
empire, was added to the four and made to occupy the 
second place, between Rome and Alexandria. The 
3d Rule of the Second Ecumenical Council (381) says: 
“Let the bishop of Constantinople have the privilege 
of honor after the bishop of Rome, for this city is 
the second Rome.” This rule has a paramount his- 
torical significance, for it imported a new principle 
into the church legislation, the principle of state and 
nationality. Were this rule not recorded, the fate of 
the organizing of national churches (21) may have 
been similar to the fate of the language of Divine 
services. As three languages only are allowed for its 
use by the Roman church, four bishops only would 
be allowed to enjoy the patriarchal rights and privi- 
leges, the bishops of the four oldest cities. By in- 

(20) The same may happen to any other illustrious cathedra, 


not excepting the Roman. 
(21) Exactly what did happen in the Latin church. 
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cluding the bishop of Constantinople into the number 
of Patriarchs, with the title of Second, the Council 
made it possible for the Church to have as many Pa- 
triarchs as there are national independent churches. 

We repeat it once more, this Rule introduced a new 
vital principle into church right. 

But bringing this Rule into practice, met with a 
more or less powerful opposition. 

Alexandria, which occupied the second place before 
the rise of Constantinople, was first to show resist- 
ance. From the end of the IVth century to the VIIth, 
the capital of the Ptolemies gradually lost its univer- 
sal importance, visibly approaching its decline. 
Nevertheless the Alexandrians continued to live on 
their former glory, and those of its bishops who were 
the least penetrated with the spirit of, Christian hu- 
mility, gentleness and love, showed the most zeal for 
their own prerogatives and tried the hardest to abase 
the episcopal cathedra of the new Rome. . . (*) 

Soon after this, the southern parts of the empire, 
Egypt, Palestine and Syria, were visited by dreadful 
calamities. First, there was a terrible increase of 
heresies: the Nestorian heresy in Armenia, the Mono- 
physite in Egypt and the Monothelite in Syria. Then 
came the invasions of foreigners, Persians first and 
Saracens later on. All this reduced the three Eastern 
patriarchates to such a destitute condition, that any 
rivalry with the metropolis of the East became alto- 
gether impossible. Quite the contrary, to it were re- 
peatedly turned the hopes and expectations of material 

(*) I have omitted as too lengthy the author’s account of 


the struggles of Theophilus, St. Cyril and Diosorus, bishops 
of Alexandria, against Constantinople. Transl. 
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and moral support, from the older Apostolic sees, The 
archbishop of New Rome practically stood at the head 
of the eastern christendom. 

But as soon as the opposition of Alexandria was 
= done with, the bishop of Rome showed active rivalry. 
At first the 3d Rule of the Second Ecumenical] Council, 
met with no protest on the part of Rome. It may 
even be said that Rome accepted it. Bishop Eusebius 
bore witness before the Fourth Ecumenical Council, 
that, when he was in Rome, he had personally read 
thid Rule to the Pope and that the Pope accepted it. 
(22) . . . But when, during the Fourth Ecumen- 
ical Council, a further step was taken to exalt the 
bishop of Constantinople, by appropriating for him 
not only the honor of his position, but also the right 
to receive appeals and to establish metropolitans in 
localities which heretofore were independent, the 
jealousy of Rome showed itself with great force. . . 

The Roman delegates, who were absent from the 
16th session of the Council, which passed the 28th 
Rule, establishing the importance of he patriarch of 
Constantinople, objected to it, though the 9th and the 
17th Rules, which are perfectly similar, were passed 
in their presence. They accused patriarch Anatalius 
and other leaders of fraud and violence. But when 
the lay authorities made the examination of the bish- 
ops, it was proved that there had been neither fraud, 
nor violence. (23) 

Nevertheless, Pope Leo did not accept the 28th Rule, 
but went against it, placing his objections before the 

(22) Coll. Concil. Harduini, T. II, col. 641. 


(23) Acts of the Ecumenical Councils, T. IV, pp. 356-383. 
Russian translation of the Kazan Academy. 
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emperor Marcian, the empress Pulcheria, the eastern 
Patriarchs and even the archbishop Anatolius himself. 
The essence of his objections was of dual nature: (1) 
the rise of the see of Constantinople violates the 
Nicean rule (6th) on patriarchal provinces, which 
must remain unchanged, and (2) it deprives the bish- 
ops of Alexandria and Antioch of their ancient rights, 
granted to them by the Apostle Peter. The objections 
further stipulated, that after the see of Rome, the Al- 
exandrian see is to keep the dignity (dignitas) which 
was granted to it for the sake of Mark, the pupil of 
Peter; that after Alexandria, came the see of An- 
tioch, where Peter preached and the name of Chris- 
tians first arose. 

But these objections can not stand critical exami- 
nation. The first of them introduced dogmatical un- 
derstanding of canonical matters. It made canonical 
decrees immutable and unconditional, whereas they 
arise only to satisfy the temporary needs of the 
Church, according to the needs of the time, with the 
passing of which the legislation itself loses force. 
Were the church to adopt the understanding of the 
Nicean rule brought forward by Pope Leo, deadening 
formalistic principles would come into its life. 

Moreover, supposing immutability was ascribed to 
the canonical Nicean Rules, could they be kept im- 
mutable had the cities mentioned by the Pope been 
overtaken by the same fate as Jerusalem? If the 
Founder of the Church did not have his own city un- 
conditionally and imutably important, why should He 
do so in the case of towns which were consecrated 
only by the presence of His disciples? 

There is no interior, truth in the other objection, 
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either. What foundation do we have to count Anti- 
och after Alexandria, when in the history of Chris- 
tianity Antioch has a far greater importance than 
Alexandria? After Jerusalem, Antioch was the very 
place where labored both Peter and Paul, whence, as. 
from a center, Paul carried the Gospels of God 
throughout the heathen world, and where the faithful 
received for the first time the name of Christians. 
In what way, then, is this glorious see beneath the see 
of Alexandria, originally occupied only by a disciple 
and companion of Peter? 

Once more we repeat, that the importance and order 
of the sees did not depend on any spiritual qualifica- 
tions, but on the historical and political influence of 
the cities of the Roman empire. 

However, owing to the great disorders caused by 
the Monophysite heresy in Constantinople, to the thir- 
ty-five years of severance from Rome and also to the 
frequent change of emperors, the 28th Rule suffered’ 
vicissitudes and it even looked as if it was crossed out 
from the number of the decrees of Chalcedon, which 
ig triumphantly pointed out to us by our op- 
ponents. (24) 

Rome protested still more insistently against the 
appropriation of the title universal by the archbishop 
of Constantinople. 

It is difficult to decide what was the object of the 
eastern bishops in claiming this title for the archbishop: 
of Constantinople. . . Very probably, the eastern 


(24) See “Studie o cerkdi russke,” Bartak, IV, p. 16. The 
author writes that this rule was not mentioned at any of the 
Councils till the day of Photius. But this is an exaggera- 
tion, for it certainly has been mentioned. 
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Christians thought that by this measure, they would 
establish the equality of their first bishop and the first 
bishop of the west. . . However, the political cir- 
cumstances were propitious for the enterprise of the 
east, for, at this time, Italy was once more under the 
dominion of the emperors of Byzantium. Yet the first 
to receive this title was bishop John, the austerity of 
whose life shows him to be the last person, from whom 
we should expect vanity and love of empty sounding 
titles. 

Rome was greatly alarmed by the appropriation of 
this title. Pope Pelagius (578-590) was the first to 
rise against it. He said that this title was proud, god- 
less, devilish, that it was the name of antichrist, and 
ordered his representative in Constantinople to stop 
all communications with the Patriarch, so long as he 
did not give up this godless name. Pope Gregory the - 
Great was still more zealous in his struggle against it 
(590-604). He made the question of this title of uni- 
versal importance and wrote objecting to it to whom- 
soever it was possible to write to: to bishop John him- 
self, to he Patriarchs of the east, to the emperor, and 
to many bishops, but he did not meet any sympathy 
in any of them. 

Two ideas are worthy of notice in the protests of 
Gregory the Great. According to his statement, first 
“were one person to appropriate the title of universal . 
—the honor of all the Patriarchs would perish,” and, 
second, “if contrary to expectations he, who calls him- 
self universal, falls into error, no bishop could remain 
firm in truth.” 

From the Latin point of view, these ideas are per- 
, fectly correct. If the title universal means exclusive 
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universa] headship, it is true that the honor of the 
other Patriarchs perishes and that were he who bears. 
it to fall into error, all the Church would do likewise, 
and faith would perish. But what bitter irony rings 
in these words! And what a cruel verdict they con- 
tain against the Latin church! (25) 


(25) Here is an interesting opinion of Archibald Bower, 
an English writer whom we quote from a German transla- 
tion of his “Unparteiische Historie, Theil III, S. 638-640 :” 
“Baronius, Bellarmine and other papist writers spared no 
labor, forgot no artificial definition in order to prove that. 
Gregory rejected the title of the Universal Bishop in an 
altogether different sense from that, in which Boniface ac- 
cepted it and in which all his successors bore it to this day. 
The title of the universal bishop, they say may be so under- 
stood as not to contain any other meaning except a generał 
solicitude for the universal church on the part of the bishop 
who bears it; in this sense it was accepted by Boniface and 
never was condemned by Gregory. Yet the title admits an- 
other interpretation; it may mean that the bishop who bears. 
it is the only bishop in all the Christian cities and that all 
the other bishops are not really bishops, but merely stewards. 
of his holiness the universal bishop. In this sense, they say, 
Gregory condemned the title and neither Boniface, nor his 
successors ever accepted it. Of course, this is a pitiful dodge 
which was, it would seem, invented rather to the dishonor 
than for the defense of the matter. Because: (1) Who can 
be so silly as to imagine that it would ever occur to the em- 
peror to confer or to any bishop to accept the title in this 
sense, because conferring or accepting it in this sense would 
not be heresy at all, but sheer nonsense; (2) the bishop of 
Constantinople bears the title to this day, yet he does not 
look on other bishops as his stewards, but honors them as: 
his fellow bishops; (3) no man in his senses will believe that, 
conferring on Gregory the title of universal bishop, eulogius. 
of Alexandria meant to abase himself, to give up the second 
place of honor in the church arid to become the vicar of the 
pope; nevertheless this pope refused the offer with the great- 
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The Byzantian church did not either understand or 
accept this title in this profound, abstract and exclu- 
sive sense, but the Latin church does. 

Very soon after the death of Gregory, Pope Boni- 
face III (605-607), profiting by the interior disorders 
which rent Constantinople, obtained from its false 
emperor, “that the see of the Apostolic church of 
Rome should be the head of all the churches, as the 
church of Constantinople wrote itself the first of all 
the churches.” (26) 

Whatever way we interpret this edict, one thing 
is clear: by it the headship of the Roman bishop is 
established over all the churches, if not altogether ex- 
clusively, at least in the sense of a prerogative. And 
thus, the Roman bishops by condemning others have 
brought out an accusatory verdict against themselves. 
However, neither this edict of the Byzantian preten- 
der, nor the protests of the preceding Popes succeeded 


est indignation, as was pointed out; (4) Gregory condemned 
this title because the latter, by whoever it was accepted, 
whether by the bishop of Rome or of Constantinople, raised 
him over his colleagues, subjected to him all other bishops and 
made him independent, because by it out of a member he was 
made the head and gave him an authority over the mem- 
bers of the church, which belongs to Christ alone, and which 
never was accepted or enjoyed by any apostle, not even by 
Peter. Here are the true reasons why Gregory had such an 
unreconcilable repulsion towards the title of universal bishop. 
And from this it is clear, that he condemned this title because 
it comprised universal authority and jurisdiction over the 
church. Consequently he condemned it in the very sense, in 
which Boniface accepted it and in which the successors of 
‘Boniface bore and owned it, as all the world knows well 
enough.” | 
(26) Paulus Dias de Gestis Long. I, IV, c. 37. 
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in changing the matter. The title of universal was 
kept by the archbishop of Constantinople. And m 
their relations with him, both the emperors and the 
eastern hierarchs continued to confer it on him. 

i Therefore the Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical 
Councils re-established the 28th Rule of the council of 
Chalcedon. The holy Fathers wrote: “ . . Let the 
see of Constantinople have equal prerogatives with the 
see of ancient Rome and, like it, let it be magnified in 
the affairs of the Church, being second after it; after 
it, (that of Constantinople) let the see of the great 
city of Alexandria count itself, after this the see of 
Antioch, and after it the see of the city of Jerusa- 
lem.” ( 36th Rule of the Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical 
Councils. ) 

This decree ends the second stage in the develop- 
ment of the 34th Apostolic Rule. 

Out of the total number of bishops in the former 
Roman empire, five older bishops were brought for- 
ward, the order of their enumeration was pointed out, 
and the limits of their authority, their supreme rights 
and prerogatives were established. 

Here are the indisputable conclusions from our in- 
vestigation of the canonical edicts for this period: 

(1) Towards the end of the VIIth century the 
Church consisted of several independent autocephalous 
churches. The more important of them were in: 
Rome, Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch and Jeru- 
salem. Side by side with them stood the independent 
minor churches in the east: the church of Cyprus, 
which has kept its independence to this day, and the 
churches of Thrace, Asia, and those around the Black 
Sea, which were independent until they were included 
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in the province of the archbishop of Constantinople, 
their inner independence, however, being preserved 
by them; and in the west: the rules of the councils 
mention the church of Carthage as independent and 
energetically struggling against the attempts of Rome 
to deprive it of its freedom; but there were also oth- 
ers, namely, the church of Ravenna, which kept its in- 
dependence until the time of Pope Leo II (685), the 
church of Gaul till the invasion of the Franks, the Brit- 
ish church until the invasion of the Anglo-Saxons and 
the Spanish church till the IXth century. To the 
heads of the more important churches the rules gave 
the name of e-archs or archbishops; but other con- 
temporary documents, namely, the epistles and the lay 
legislation, called them Patriarchs, which title they 
preserved to indicate the highest form of hierarchical 
service, their provinces bearing the name of patriarch- 
ates. However, custom confirmed the title of Pope 
on the Patriarch or archbishop of Rome, though Pope 
was the title of the Patriarch of Alexandria also. The 
province of a Patriarch consisted of several metropo- 
lies, the metropoly consisted of several episcopies, and 
the episcopy of several parishes. The Patriarch con- 
firmed the metropolitans elected by a council and per- 
formed the laying on of hands for them; the metro- 
oplitans, in their turn, did the same for the bishops, 
and the bishops ordained the clergy of the parishes. 
Establishing the metropolitans for the provinces, the 
Patriarchs had the right of control over the church 
discipline of all their provinces, they watched the pur- 
ity of doctrine and morals of all the workers in the 
church and had the right to receive their complaints 
and appeals against the decisions of local councils. 
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(2) With the growing importance of the bishops 
of provinces, the ancient principle of councils was not 
by any means neglected in the Church. It was in full 
force in the laying on of hands and in the settling of 
disputes of every kind. The metropolitans called the 
councils yearly in their provinces, and the exarchs in 
theirs, both keeping the right of presiding. The edicts 
of these councils were binding for the provinces, the 
bishops of which assembled. But the supreme power 
lay with the Ecumenical Council. As we saw from 
aH the rules, the Ecumenical Council protected the 
rights of independent churches, in cases of heresy, it 
judged and deposed the greatest archbishops and gave 
to its own edicts a universal importance. We resolve, 
we establish—those are the expressions of the highest 
authority of the Councils. In all the edicts of the Coun- 
cils, the Roman church headed by its archbishops was 
taken to be only part of the Universal Church, as much 
as the churches of Constantinople, Alexandria, Anti- 
och and Jerusalem, all of them being equally subject 
to the judgment of Councils. “Yo the see of an- 
cient Rome the Fathers justly gave the privilege’— 
this expression bears the stamp of a superior power 
and not of an equal one, similar to a parliament, as 
. the papists teach concerning the Councils. According 
to the Rules of the Ecumenical Councils an archbishop, 
consequently the Roman archbishop also, is to be 
judged by them, if he were guilty of heresy or of anti-. 
canonical actions. Therefore, appeals to Ecumenical 
Councils, which were usual in western Europe in the 
past, were a perfectly normal phenomenon, quite cor- 
rect from the canonical point of view. And when 
papism abolished this order of things, it made itself 
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guilty of distorting ancient institutions. 

(3) The decrees of the Ecumenical Councils present 
an indubitable historical connectedness and consist- 
ence in their development. The l`athers of the Fourth 
Ecumenical Council refer to the definitions of the Sec- 
ond, and the definitions of the Second and the Fourth 
are taken into consideration by the lathers of the 
Sixth. Consequently, the Rules of these Councils con- 
cerning the exaltation of the bishop of Constantinople 
came to be part of the ecumenical legislation, though 
they were disputed and finally rejected by Rome. And 
so, the church legislation in the east went on its own 
way independently of the fact whether the archbishop 
of Rome accepted or rejected its developments. 

(4) This disagreement of the Popes of Rome with 
the decrees of the Ecumenical Councils begins to dis- 
close the difference between the East and the West 
in their ideas of the organization of the Church. This 
difference brought about the most deplorable conse- 
quences. Referring to the decree of the Nicean Ecu- 
menical Council as immutable Rome introduced a dog- 
matical element into the understanding of the Canons 
of the Church. This was the begnning of mistaking 
the canonical definitions of the Holy Orders for the 
dogmatical. 
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Yet though the rights and the order 
of the five Patriarchs were established the 
canonical decrees had not reached their 
finul development. The 34th Apostolic rule 
had to become active with regard to the 
Patriarchs and the heads of the autocepha- 
lous churches, the same law regulating 
bishops, metropolitans and Patriarchs. 
”The Patriarchs and heads of independent 
churches should know the first among 
them and acknowledge him as their head 
and do nothing exceeding their own author- 
ity without his judgment: every bishop to 
do only that, which concerns his eparchy 
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and places belonging to it. But the first 
bishop also must do nothing without the 
judgment of all, let there thus be un- 
animity”’. 

This is the ideal of church organisation, 
which the Universal Church is striving to 
attain, but which it has not as yet realized: 
unity and multiplicity, precedence and 
equality, supremacy and independence, 
discipline and freedom. 

The papists are perfectly right in say- 
ing that the Church strove to attain hie- 
rarchical unity, but they aye altogether 
wrong in claiming that it was realized in 
papism. The bishop of Rome was accepted 
as first of the Patriarchs, but the rights of 
his supremacy were far from being defined 
and estublished. 

In the period of the Ecumenical Coun- 
cils he had neither the right of initiative, 
nor the right of presidentship. History 
shows us, that the Ecumenical Coun- 
cils were called by the emperors of Byz- 
antium, suggested mostly by the Patriarchs 
of the east and sometimes against the wish 
of the Pope, and that presiding over them 
was not the privilege of any particular see. 

Thus, the First Ecumenical Council 
was presided over by the renowned Spanish 
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bishop Osia27); the Second by Meletius of 
Antioch, Gregory of Sasimi and Nectarius 
of Constantinople, with all of whom Rome 
was not on good terms?§); St. Cyril of 
Alexandria presided over the Third, carry- 
ing on his shoulders all the weight of 
resisting the heresy of Nestorius of Con- 
stantinople?®); the Fourth was presided 
over by the emperor during the VIth ses- 
sion and by Senators during the others; 
Eutichius, Patriarch of Constantinople, was 


27) The papists maintain that Osia represented the 
Pope. But this claim could be accepted if it were not 
known that two presbyters Viton and Vincent represent- 
ed Rome on this occasion. Thinking otherwise is seeing 
history in the light of what took place later. 


28) There were no representatives of Rome at the 
Second Ecumenical Council, and its presidents were not 
in communion with the Pope. Meletius was unjustly 
suspected of the heresy of arius; Gregory was con- 
demned for changing from Sasimi to Constantinople, 
and Nectarius was objected to on the grounds of his 
having been raised to the episcopal grade directly from 
the laily; neverthelss, the Latin Church believes with 
us, that the Council of 381 was Ecumenical. 


29) St. Cyril is also said to have been the papal 
representative, like Osia. But both statements are al- 
together groundless. Both Cyril and Osia were famous ` 
on their own accounts and were presidents of Councils 
on the strength of their own worth. But at both the 
First and the Third Councils, the Pope was represented 
by special legates. 
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president of the Fifth®”); the emperor Con- 
stantine Pogonatus presided over the Sixth, 
having George, Patriareh of Constantinople, 
on his right and the legates of Rome on 
his left; the Seventh Ecumenical Council 
was presided over by Tarasius, Petriarch 
of Constantinople. 

So long as the Ecumenical Church was 
within the boundaries of the Greco-Roman 
empire and the centre of gravitv of the 
ecclesiastical life was in the East, both in 
the struggle against the heresies and the 
development of the ascetic moral ideals, 
the Church did not need to be quite defin- 
ite concerning the rights of the first Pa- 
triarch. But the Roman empire was falling 
to pieces, new kingdoms were forming on 
its ruins, kingdoms which were certain to 
become part of the Universal Church. 
Consequently, the time came when the 
Pope’s position had to be acknowledged by 
nations and their rulers, otherwise it 
become necessary to create an international 
right for the Pope. 

But at the critical moment when the 
Church had before it the task of defining 
the rights of the Popes they stolea march, 


80) The Fifth Ecumenical Council was even called 
against the wishes of the Pope. 
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on history. Stepping over the boundaries 
prescribed by the 34th Apostolic rule, as 
well as the boundaries of humility and 
brotherly love, prescribed by Christ, they 
appropriated a greater share of power than 
the one intended for them, in other words 
they made themselves guilty of an usurpa- 
tion, which totally distorted the normal 
course of the general life of the churches. 


The usurpation was the outcome of 
principles, which obtained in the heathen 
Rome of old, though everything was done 
to cover it up with Christian terms... The 
arrogance of heathen Rome affected its 
citizens®!), Together with it they roso to 
universal citizenship, they were members 
of that polity which in its spread subjected 
and absorbed all. Strength and violence 
were its right and rule. Subjection and 
renunciation were the uppermost duty of 


31) Even Christian writers shared the glamor of 
this delusion, Tertullian says: ”Christians are convinced, 
that the end of the Roman empire wil] be the end of 
the world”, Apol, c. 32. Lactantius writes: “car it be 
doubted that the world will fall when the head of the 
world is struck?” Lact, Div. inst. VII, 25. Rome being 
taken by the Goths, Jerome saw in it the beginning of 
the fall of the whole world: ”Quid salvum est, si Roma 
periit?” Epist. 60, 123. 
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the annexed countries”). 

It stands to reason, that even convert- 
ed Romans were not immediately penetrated 
by the influences of the faith of Christ, 
principles of humility and love were long 
in coming. This is especially true of the 
times when the horrors of persecutions 
were over and the influence of faith on the 
souls of believers became of even and calm 
tenure, and the sway of earthly life, with its 
pleasures and cares, resumed its dominion. 
Roman bishops were no exception. Mostly 
they came from the aristocratic class of 
Rome, with all the class prejudice and 
vanity. The spirit of Christ and the ancient 
heathen habits of mind divided their souls... 
Bishop Victor I and bishop Stephen III 
show their inclination to pride and violence 
towards other churches, at an early period... 
The papists admire these manifestations of 
Roman arrogance in their bishops, seeing 
in them the earliest proofs of the papal 
supremacy. But we can not help seeing in 
them nothing but old heathen habits of 
overbearing. Their contemporaries thought 


82) This coiacides exactly with au expression of 
father Schmitz, we have quoted above: "from above 
downwards only rights, from below upwards only 
duties”, 
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the same: St. Irenaeus of Lyons reminded 
bishop Victor of Christian brotherliness, 
and Stephen was reproached for his love 
of power botb by Phirmilian of Cappadocia 
and St. Cyprian of Carthage. 

Beginning with the end of IV century 
bdo: the lowering of social morals showed 
itself strongly in the Roman clergy also. 
In its majority it was remarkable for 
frivolity and a total lack not only of the 
spirit of Christianity but even of its letter”). 

Both Ambrosius and Augustine narrate 
that Christians were given to every form 
of heathen practice, even after they were 
dropped by the heathen... Their behaviour 
in churches was without any decorum: the 
noise during offices often changed into 
shouts and ended in fighting. Loud laughter 
often became so general that the service 
stopped... It is notable that within the most 
depraved church people spoke of celibacy 
more than anywhere else”)... Here is a 

33) Clerical persons asked St. Augustine questions 
like the following: does the soul have a body after 
death? what was the species of the dove that descended 


on Christ? do children in their mothers’ wombs already 
have some idea of God? (Her. pp. 158, 169, 187). 


34) Father Vladimir Guette’ makes this statement 
in his. Histery of the Chureh, T. III, Russian transla- 
tion, p. 435. | 
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quotation from Ammianus Marcellinus, a 
heathen writer of the time: "the zeal with 
which they fought for the position of a 
bishop, surpassed the measure of human 
ambition. This fight cost to the party of 
Ursin one hundred and thirty seven men, 
who were found dead on the morrow in 
the basilica of Sicinius, where the gather- 
ing of Christians took place. However, the 
fierce struggle for the episcopacy in the 
capital is not in the least astonishing, if 
we take into consideration the brilliancy 
of the position. The man who gets it grows 
rich on the offerings of matrons, he drives 
over the town in a chariot, he shines with 
the luxury of his clothes, and puts kings 
into the shadow by the abundance of his 
table’’*), 

Testimonies like this could be taken 
for exaggerations, were they not confirmed 
by Jerome, Augustine and Salvian, all 
writers of the same time. 

Do we have any right to think that 
the clergy of this kind could possibly act 


35) Ammianus Marcelius, L. XXVII, 3. Another 
heathen, Pretextat by name, often jokingly alluded to 
the luxury of the bishop of Rome, saying to the Pope: 
„Make me bishop of Rome and I shall immediately 
become a christian“. Hier. T. II, L contra John. Hierosol, 
Compare with Ammianus Marcellinius, XXVII, 9. 
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in harmony with principles of Christ? Yet, 
modern Roman theologians not only do not 
blush at descriptions of this kind, but quite 
the contrary they seem to be profoundly 
touched by them, for it seems that in 
them they find the proof of the Divinity 
of papism, which grew, developed and 
waxed strong, in spite of the terrible laxity 
of morality in Rome. 


It would seem, that, according to 
theologians of this stamp, the infallibility 
of the Pope was in full working order 
even during this shameful epoch, the 
spirit of Christ working through the Popes, — 
outside of their conscience and in spite of 
their will. Yet, according to the laws of 
moral life, the spirit of Christ can not 
exist and be manifest in Se cir- 
cumstances.. 


What we said about the Alexandrian 
bishops being jealous of Constantinople, we 
must repeat. with regard to the bishops of 
Rome. Those among the Popes who were 
.more penetrated by the Spirit of Christian 
humility were the least affected by the 
love of power... Oppressed by calamities 
resulting from heresies, St. Basil the Great 
attempted to communicate with the Pope 
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Damas”)... Here is his own description of 
his dissappointment: ”I am inclined to say 
in the words of Diomides: it is better for 
you pot to ask, for, they siy, he is a 
superciliousman. And truly, when implored, 
supercilious people become only the more 
overbearing. If the Lord has mercy on us, 
what else could we wish? Bu’. if the wrath 
of God continues against us, what help 
could the western pride be for us? They 
neither know the matters as they are, nor 
do they wish to know them: but prejudiced 
by false suspicions they do what they did 
of yore..., disputing those whe proclaim 
the truth to them, but confirming heresy 
by their consent. I should wish to write a 
general epistle to their chief (meaning the 


36) St. Basil wrote to the Western Christians: ,,Be- 
fore the Churchis totally wrecked, hasten to us, hasten, 
we beseech you, most sincere brothers, give your hand 
to those who are ontheir knees. Let your brotherly 
compassion move towards us. Do not be neglectful, 
because one half of the world ls plunged into error. Do 
not tolerate that the faith should be extinguished 
amongst those for whom it shone first“ (The works of 
the Holy Fathers in a Russian translation, Part 6, pp. 
217—218, St. Basil's letter to the bishops of Italy and 
Gaul, 88). In these words St. Basil implored them for 
sympathy in the common cause of the Universal Church 
and for moral support... However, he did not obtain 
either the one, or the other. 
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Pope), —— yet not concerning the affairs of 
the Church, except perhaps, a single allusion 
that they do not know how our affairs 
stand in reality and do not take the way 
of learning it, — but in general, that one 
ought not to assault the people, who are press- 
ed down with calamities, nor accept pride for 
a virtue, a sin which alone is enough to make 
us enemies of God’), 

These are the moral conditions in 
which the papal claims to supremacy in 
the Universial Church ripened and devel- 
oped, finding open expression at every 
opportunity. 
eter During the first three centuries, as is 
well known, the Roman see was considerec 
foundedand organised by the labors of the 
Apostles Peter and Paul together. Christian 
writers like Jrenaeus or Tertullian do not 
distinguish between the importance of the 
two, and show no inclination whatever to 
claim for the bishops of Rome any exclusive 
succession, whether Peter’s or Paul’s: they 
simply call it an Apostolic succession, exactly 
as they should... Yet beginning with the 
second half of the IVth century, the per- 
sonality of Paul begins to recede into the 


37) Works of St, Basil the Great, part 7, Jetter 231, 
p. 181. 
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back ground in Rome, goes out of the 
consciousness of {the Western Christians, 
and then is entirely forgotten, as the co- 
founder and coorganiser of the Roman 
Church. Whereas the personality of Peter 
goes to the fore, the organisation of the 
church begins to be ascribed to his labors 
alone, the Roman see begins to be consider- 
ed Peter’s see exclusively, and the Roman 
bishops, who occupy it, Peter’s successors 
exclusively. 

The Roman see made the Roman 
bishops identical with St. Peter, and its 
succession understood in this light became 
its great prerogative... For instance, Pope 
Innocent I (402-417) announced that "no 
resolution can be made without communica- 
ting with the see of Rome and that 
especially in matters of faith all the bish- 
ops must refer to Apostle Peter’”*), The legate 
of Pope Leo the Great (440-46) claimed 
that the Roman church was the head of 
all the churches, and that Dioseoros, bish- 
op of Alexandria, should be condemned 
for having called a council without the 
permission of the holy see, which was 
never done before and must never be 


38) Mansi, T. ILI, p. 1047, ep. ad. Conc. Carth. 
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again”). 

Another Pope wrote in 492-496: "though 
all the catholic churches, scattered over 
the face of the earth, compose one abode 
of Christ, yet the holy Roman church has 
an advantage over them all not owing to 
any decrees of the Councils, but because 
of the word of our Lord: "thou art Peter 
and on this rock shall I build my church 
and the gates of hell shall not prevail 
against it”. This church received into its 
community(!?) the Most blessed Paul... 
Therefore the first see of the Apostle Peter 
is the Roman church, having neither spot 
nor blemish. The second see is in Alexan- 
dria, having been founded in the name of 
the blessed Peter by his disciple Mark the 
Evangelist, who, having been sent by Peter 
to Egypt to preach the word of truth, died 
a glorious martyr. The third see is in- 
Antioch also founded by Peter. etc’). 

Pope Anastasius II (496-497) demanded 
thatthe emperor of Byzantium should honor 
the rights of the see of Peter and claimed 
that they have been granted by Christ 


39) Mansi, VI. p. 563, The acts of the Ecumenical 
Councils in a Rnssian trauslation. T. III, 66. Editon of 
1880. 

40) Mansi, T. VITI, pp. 158—159. 
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Himself"). 

Pope Gregory the Great (590-604), who 
so eagerly opposed the title of universal 
for the bishop of Constantinople, interprets 
in the same way the rights of the see of 
Rome, writing: "who does not know that 
the holy Church was founded by our Lord 
on the rock Peter, to whom were given 
the keys of heaven... Thus, though there 
were many Apostles, yet the supremacy 
belongs to the sees of the prince of 
Apostles, which is in three places...’’”). 

Pope Agathon (679-82) claimed that 
the bishop of Rome has never failed and 
can not fail, and that, therefore, all the 
decrees of the Roman church should be 
taken for rules, confirmed by the Divine words 
of Peter”). 

Pope Stephen III, asking Pepin for 
protection against the Longobards, boldly 
writes in the name of Peter: "I, Peter the 
Apostle, by the will of the Divine mercy, 
called by Christ, the Son of the Living 
God, established by his power to bring 


41) Ibid., pp. 188—189. 

42) Greg. Magni Opera omnia, T. II, Cib. VII, 
epistles 40, p. 888, Paris, 1705. 

43) Mansi XI, p. 234. Acts of Ecum. Coun., in 
Russian, T. VI, pp. 36—37. 
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light to the whole world, etc...”“). Concern- 
ing this letter the well known historian 
Prof. Koudravzeff makes the following 
remarks: *’Never before have base flattery 
and dishonest deceit been joined so shame- 
lessly to the most impertinent threats, and 
never before has the most ungoverned fancy 
so misused the prosopopoeia, as did the 
frightened imagination of the bishop of 
Rome on this occasion”). However, the 
epistle attained its object: Pepin hurried to 
Italy and forced the Longobards to give 


44) Before Stephen III, there was Pope Stephen II, 
who held the office three days only. Some historians do 
not count him at all. I followed Hergenrether. See his 
„Handbuch der allegorischer Kirchen Geschichten, T. 
I, 1879, p. 493. Also ,,Destinies of Italy”, Moscow, 1850, 
p. 520. ' 


45) The following demonstrates the methods used 
by Hergenrether in defense of this epistle: „The letter 
written to the Franks in the name of St. Peter does not 
belong to the class of fictions, It is a document, which 
can be easily explained by the close siege of Rome and 
the other circumstances of the time. The letter imperson- 
ates not the lifeless matters, but those which were no 
more. The Popes were long in the habit of speaking in 
the name of Peter, ascribing to him their actions. 
Every church has its patron, who speaks for it. There- 
fore there is nothing in this letter out of the common. 
Moreover, Janus does acknowledge, that it was effective. 
But for us this is of no importance“, Anti—Janus, 
page 103. 
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up the cities they occupied, making an 
offering of them to pay for the oil in the 
lamps over the tomb of St. Peter. 

Trying to penetrate the meaning of 
the remarks the Popes make about the 
prerogatives of the see of Rome and their 
own identification with St. Peter, we find 
in them the source of the falsehood, which 
proved so fatal for the Latin church. Let 
us, then, linger on such expressions, as 
the church of Rome being founded on Peter, 
or the see of Peter is in Rome, or the Pope 
acts by the authority of St. Peter, ete. Of 
course, they all are figurative and have no 
direct or literal meaning. But let us suppo- 
se that in Rome is to be found the very 
chair on which sat the chief of the Apos- 
tles, and that his successors, the bishops 
of Rome, now literally occupy it. What of 
it? It is only natural and fit that the 
successor should occupy the place of his 
predecessor, but tlis is far from any 
identity or unity with him. In reality, 
what does this chair transmit to the bishop 
now occupving it? Peter’s laying on of hands? 
But there is no such thing as we said 
before, there being only an Aposiolic lay- 
ing on of hands, which can be performed 
for the Pope in Constantinople, Moscow or 


i 


St. Petersburg by a council of bishops... 
Or perhaps, Peter’s Doctrine? But there is 
no Peter’s doctrine, there being only one 
doctrine of Christ, which was taught to 
the Church not by Peter alone, but by all 
the Apostles. Or perhaps, Peter’s authority? 
But if there is no Peter’s laying on of 
hands, there can be no Peter’s authority, 
there being but one Apostolic authority. 
Therefore, all these rhetorical expressions 
are mere abuses of speach... Yet even 
such Popes as Leo the Great and Gregory 
the Great were subjugated by them, over- 
looking the fact that they were merely a 
fiction, so strongly was Rome oppressed by 
the spirit of the ancient heathen dom- 
inance! 
......Lhe Eastern Patriarchs in their Encyc- 
lical condemn the action of the Popes, and 
show the weakness of its logic: "for the 
Pope (Pius IX) does no try to make his 
see more beautiful by his Apostolic confes- 
sion, but tries to confirm his dignity by 
his Apostolic see, and his confession by 
his dignity. But in reality this is the other 
way’). 

Having heard the confession of Cyril 
of Alexandria and of Celestine of Rome, 

46) The Encyclical, p. 16. 
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the Fathers of the Third Ecumenical Coun- 
cil exclaimed: "This is just judgment, all 
the Council thanks the new Paul —Celestine 
and the new Paul — Cyril, Celestine un- 
animous with Cyril!” “) These exclamations 
bear witness, that the idea of the special 
importance of Peter had not ousted from 
the minds of these Fathers the idea of 
the importance of Paulas Peter’s coworker 
in Rome. At the Fourth Ecumenical Coun- 
cil however, adopting themselves to the 
language of the papal legates, the Fathers 
said about the confession of the Pope Leo 
the Great: "This is the Apostolic faith! We 
all believe thus! Thus believe all the 
orthodox .. Peter spoke thus through the 


Leo and Cyril taught the same!” “) 

But it is needless to believe that the 
Fathers thought that Paul actually spoke 
through Cyril and Celestin, and Peter 
through Leo the Great. These are nothing but 
figures of speech... Besides this praise was 
personally addressed to Cyril, Celestine and 
Leo, and not to all the bishops of Alexand- 
ria and Rome... Yet the papists understand 
all similar expressions literally..., for them 


47) Acts of the Ecumenical Councils in Russian, 
acts II, vol. I, p. 676, edition of 1859. . 
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Peter continues to be incarnated in every 
Pope, to live and to act in him, This is 
the falsehood hidden in the doctrine of 
Peter’s succession in Rome. 

Further historical events helped the 


growth of this falsehood. 


.....At first the independent churches of 
Spain, Gaul and England, all coming from 
the sources of Asia Minor, flourished in the 
west, within the very Roman empire. Had 
they preserved their superior position of the 
first three centuries of their existance, Rome 
could not have attained its present dom- 
inance in the west... But the ancient 
churches shared the fate of the decay of 
the Roman empire, suffering in their en- 
lightenment and morals... Moreover wave 
after wave, the barbaric invasions rushed 
over the provinces of ancient Rome, wash- 
ing away classical culture and ancient 
Christianity. ...Western Europe needed a 
second conversion to Christianity. And this 
time Rome became the exclusive source of 
light. Its clergy were well prepared to 
implant in the hearts of the converts the 
belief in the supremacy of Rome, and to 
crush down the lingering traditions of 


48) Acts of Ecumenical Councils in Russian, vol. III, 
p. 242, edition of 1880. 
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freedom... Spain, Southern Gaul, the north 
and the south of Italy were the last to 
lose their independenc. And the dim 
memory of its ancient religious independence 
resulted in the former Southern Gaul in 
what is now called Gallicanism. 

aides The reverence which the ancient 
nations felt for heathen Rome, only grew 
in holiness and intensity because of the 
supposed Christian idea, that there was 
the see of the first of the Apostles, the 
source of union and the well of grace for 
the whole universe, This reverence was 
merely transfered from the heathen to the 
Christian Rome, from the heathen emperor 
to the Christian bishop. 

And throughout it all the western 

clergy were more interested in the 
agrandisment of Rome and its bishop, than 
either Rome itself or the Pope. 
Sande History shows, that not only was the 
west subjugated to the Roman see, but that 
it was brought up in a perfectly fanatical 
devotion to Rome. Hence all the under- 
hand dealings for its glorification and the 
readiness with which it was accepted and 
believed. 

From the Vth to the VilIth century, 
that is from the very start, this respect- 
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ful devotion of the newly converted people 
naturally helped to raise the self apprecia- 
tion of the bishop of Rome. He was per- 
fectly justified in thinking himself to be 
the head of the western Christians “), and 
hence there was but one step to imagining 
he was the head of all the Christians as 
well. 


49) Guizot says. "The growth of the papal power 
in Europe was influened by one fundamental fact, 
which, it seems to me, never was sufficiently recognized... 
it never stayed in the hands of barbarous invaders..; 
repeatedly took and ransacked it, but never kept it in 
their power... It alone remained Roman on the ruins of 
the Roman civilization. The result was that, without 
either intention or labour, by strength of its exclusive 
position alone, Rome found itself morally at the head 
of the former Roman population scattered over the new 
monarchies of western Europe. In this struggle which 
was open at first and then secret, but continued a long 
time yet between the conquered and the conquerers, the 
eyes of the Roman Gaul and the Roman Spain, of all 
the Roman countries destroyed by the barbarians, natural- 
ly turned to Rome, which had been for so long their 
master, and now... was the only corner free from the 
new masters and capable of preserving the old tradi- 
tion for nations, which used to be its subjects. On these 
grounds the name of Rome was dear and popular 
amongst the masses of the population in the west, it 
was a center of ideas and memories, the image of all 
that was still left of the old world of Rome. Papacy 
was born under the influence of this fact; it was so to 
speak its cradle, placing it from the very beginning at 
the head of nations and making Rome, in the eyes of 
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In the meanwhile the Roman see grew 
in stature and glory, subjugating new 
nations, whereas the eastern patriarchates 
decreased and went down. Those of Alex- 
andria, Antioch and Jerusalem were ruined 
by calamities, by heretics, Persians and 
Saracens, the patriarchate of Constantinople 
having suffered not less than them from 
heresies, barbaric invasions and the intefer- 
ence of the Byzantian emperors. 

Therefore, when the rivalry between 
the east and the west took an acute form 
centering itself on two respective points of 
Constantinople and Rome, the aquisition of 
universal supremacy seemed possible for 
Rome. Moreover, we should take note of 
the fact, that Rome and Constantinople 
represented two diffirent principles: the 
Roman principle was ecclesiastical and 
historical, the Constantinopolitan was pure- 
ly civic. But the harder Constantinople 
fought for its rights, the higher Rome 
raised its standards of prerogatives. In this 
way are explained the Roman pretension to 
the supernatural and Divine rights, that 
the Popes gradually appropriated. And the 
the conquered, something like a national power”, 


History of civilization in France, by Guizot, in a Russian 
translation, vol. II, Section XXVII, pp. 192—198. 
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higher were raised their pretensions, the 
more superior they became, in their own 
eyes and the eyes of the world, to the 
other bishops. The canonical right gradual- 
ly turned within their consciousness into 
the right of grace and dogma. First the 
Pope is the vicar of St. Peter, the prince 
of the Apostles, then Peter is replaced by 
Christ, and the Pope becomes the vicar of 
Christ Himself. First Peter and the Pope 
were one person and one authority, now 
Christ and the Pope are one person and 
one authority. 

Thus was sooomplelied the process of 
the confusion of the canonical and the 
dogmatical definitions. 

It may be just to say that Pope Damas, 
whom we have already mentioned was the 
first (866--384) to lay the foundations of 
the prerogatives of the Roman bishops. 
When the parties of Ursin and Damas were 
struggling, a local council was called in 
Rome,... which, among other things obtained 
from the emperor Gratian a decree in 
virtue of which this particular Pope was 
made judge over all the bishops, they not 
having the right to judge him. 

This was the beginning of the right, 
which Pope Nicholas later on claimed in 
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such a direct and concise way, namely, 
that the Pope judges all but is not judged 
by any. Yet it should be noted that the 
council of Rome interceding on behalf of 
Damas still talks of him as the equal of 
all the other bishops in service, but 
Superior to them as the occupant of an 
Apostolic see. This certainly goes to prove 
that at the time the idea of the difference 
between the dogmatical and the canonical 
was not quite lost. It also should be noted, 
that the first papal prerogatives were 
obtained from the lay power, which did 
not prevent the papists from claiming 
for them the Divine riyhts, in later times. 

The same Pope Damas issued an order 
that every newly consecrated metropolitan 
should come to Rome for his pallium, and 
his successor Siricius”) (385-398) ordered 
that no bishops should be established with- 
out the consent of Rome”). 


50) Ambr. Medial. episc. inserta epistalae Siricii. 


51) Our church historian, the archimandrite Inno- 
cent comments on these decretalia with a great sense 
of moderation: ”From all this it is clear, that in the 
course of time, western writers began to ascribe univer- 
sality to private orders and tried to find in the earlier 
times the foundation for the power, which came only much 
later. By so doing they cut off the chance for their true 
records, giving to others not only a pretext to doubt 
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But the acquisition made by Boniface | 
TII, in 606, was more important. He obtain- 
ed from the wicked emperor of Byzantium 
a declaration, that the church of Rome 
should be the head of all the other church- 
es, and that the title of universal should 
be given to the bishop of Rome alone; he 
also resolved in Council, that no one could 
be considered a bishop, unless his election 
had been confirmed by the words of the 
Pope: "we wish and we order’), Pope 
Leo II (682-683) obtained from the emperor 
the permission to call the bishop of Ravena 
to Rome for his laying on of hands, and 
this was the beginning of the subjection of 
the exarchate of Ravena to Rome. 

Thus we arrive at the VIIIth century. 

During the period of the next three 
centuries two circumstances are uppermost: 
1) the continuing loss of enlightenment 
and the increasing coarseness of morals, 
2) the growing isolation of the west from 
the east. 

Saas Pope Gregory II was first to claim the 


the antiquity of the decrees, but also a chance to revile 
certain bishops, who may have been righteous men, 
but were made to look ambitious”, Innocent’s ”History 
of the Church”, p. 349, ed. 1857. 

'52) Anastasius, Bibliot. De vit pontific., p. 44, edition 
of 1629, etc. 
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right of freeing whole nations from their 
oath of allegiance to their kings, and deprive 
the latter of their kingdoms”). In the same 
way, Pope Zacharias consecrated the usur- 
pation of Pepin, etc, etc; ...until Gregory 
IV (827-844) insisted that the bishops of 
the west when addressing the Pope of 
Rome should not call themselves his brothers 
and servants, but his sons”). 

In the second half of the IXth century 
the idea of the papal authority was so 
ripe, that Pope Nicholas I brought it for- 
ward as his right and a law of the Univer- 
sal Church. Profiting by the political dis- 
integration of the monarchy of Charles, ...he 
claimed that he had the right not only to 
the supremacy but also to the monarchical 
rule in the Church. He was the author of 
the formula, that the "Apostolic see judges 
all, but is not judged bu any”. At the coun- 
cil of Rome, in 863, he _ prunounced 
anathema against all who should doubt a 
teaching brought forward by a Pope. He 
was successful in his struggle with the . 


53) Nancler Generat. XXIV et alii. 

54) Rogino lib. II says also, that he appropriate a 
superhuman authority. Sigebert an 750. 

55) Plank. "Geschichte der Entstehung”, vol. II, p. 
796. 
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Gallican metropolitans, deprived the arch- 
bishop of Ravena of his independence, 
and ordered the two Patriarchs of Constan- 
tinople Photius and Ignacius to come to 
Rome to be judged by him, as head ofthe 
. Church and universal judge”)... When Pho- 
tius answered that he knew no papal 
decretalia and did not accept the council 
of Sardice, Pope Nicholas was greatly 
offended and wrote: "I refuse to believe 
this... how can it be that you do not know 
and do not keep the decretalia, sent out 
by the chief priests of the first see, that. 
is of the Roman church, the authority and 
sanction of which confirms all the councils, 
even the Ecumenical?’’). 

In his subsequent letters, Pope Nicholas 
professes his papal privileges in the follow- 
ing way: "the privileges of the Roman 
church, by the word of the Lord, have 
been confirmed in St. Peter, and in the 
Church itself had power and observation 
from the oldest times; they have been 
glorified by the Ecumenical Councils (?!), 


56) See his letter to Photius. Migne. spices C. 
vol. CXIX, pp. 785-786. 
57) The false Isidorian decretalia are meant, of 


which we shali speak later. 
58) Ibid. p. 788. 
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they have constantly been respected by 
the whole Christian world, and by no 
means can be either belittled, or destroyed, 
or changed... These privileges have been 
granted tothe holy Roman Church by Christ 
Himself, and not granted by any Councils, 
the Councils merely glorifying them and 
expressing their respect for them’). 


In Constantinople all this talk of Pope 
Nicholas was called empty chatter, but from 
it it is quite obvious that in the west both 
the Communities have already persuaded 
themselves of the truth of the fiction they 
have created, that the papacy is a Divine 
institution, very ancient and accepted hy 
the Universal Church. 


But in the person of Gregory VII, the 
idea of the papal power rose to unprecen- 
dented heights. These were his tenets: 

A regularly elected Pope is holy and 


59) Ibid., pp. 947—948, To this the emperor Michael 
answered: "all thy talk about the privileges of the Roman 
see —is empty chatter; thou oughtest to be proud thou 
wast invited to give thy voice for the pacification of Con- 
stantinople strifes, and not, by an obvious mistake, to 
consider thyself the judge of the affairs of the Church; thy 
duty is to obey the emperor and not to judge bim. Photius 
‘was accepted by the Patriarchs of the east and, therefore 
he can not be called an unlawful pastor”, 
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infallible”), All the kingdoms of this world 
are subject to his will, discussion and 
judgment. 

He has the right to excommunicate 
kings and to dethrone the excommunicated. 

He has the right to free the subjects 
from their oath of fealty and obedience to 
dishonest or vicious rulers and monarchs. 

The subjects are in duty bound to 
rise against their sovereign, who had been 
excommunicated by the Pope. 

It is right to call him alone universal. 

Without his permission no council 
can be called ecumenical. | 

Without his testimony no book can be 
published or considered right. 

His judgment can not be rejected by 
anyone, but he may reject anybody’s 
judgment. 

60) The idea of the personal holiness of the Pope 
came first from deacon Evnodius, 498-514, Liber apologet 
pro Synodo. opp. Sirmondi I, 1621).., but after Gregory 
VII announced that he had felt the holiness of all the 
Popes in himself, the claim to the universal supremacy 
had begun. As he said: Every king or prince becomes 
bad as soon as he gets the power, but, on the contrary, 
every regularly established Pope becomes immediately 
holy, because of Peters merit betng added unto him... Every 
exorcist of a church stands above any lay prince, because 


he exorcises demons, whereas bad princes are their 
slaves”, Dictatus Hildebrandini”. 


— 189 -- 


He can not be judged by anyone. l 

All the important church affairs depend 
on his resolution. 

He can depose bishops and transfer 
them, without the council. 

His name alone should be mentioned 
in churches. No one may dare to curse the 
Apostolic see (the Roman). 

The investiture of a newly established 
bishop is not paid to monarchs, who have 
no more right to present the bishops with 
rings, as it was done formerly”). 

Innocent II and his successors were 
very near to the realization of this idea. 
Innocent II attained to such heights of 
human glory, as no mortal had reached 
as yet. All the western munarchs obeyed 
him, their subjection justifying his bound- 
less pretensions... The unexpected conquest 
of Constantinople by the crusaders made 
it possible for the Pope to dream of sub- 
jugating his unruly rival the eastern church 
and of establishing one flock on earth 
with one visible pastor, the Pope. 

However, these dreams were not real- 
ized... Wherever the Latin dominion spread, 
61) Compare with the History of the Christian church 


by Robertson and Herzog, Russian translation, 1891, vol. 
II, pp. 8—9. 
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it immediately begun to exterminate the 
Greek rite. But it did not last long, only 
from April 12, 1204, to August 15, 1261; 
and as soon as this dominion came to an 
end, its traces began to disappear through- 
out all the provinces of the eastern church. 

Soon after this the greatness of papacy 
reached its decline. Three centuries after 
Innocent, Protestantism arose against 
the Popes and carried off half of their 
subjects. After three centuries more, the 
Pope lost his lay power, and so returned 
to the position whence he started: namely 
the Pope is the bishop of Rome, acknowl- 
edged first in the rank of his brother 
_ bishops, for the sake of the supremacy of 
the ancient Rome. 

Now let us briefly examine the growth 
of the papal supremacy. First the Pope is 
a bishop of the Apostolic see in the capital 
of the empire. Then he is the first among 
the bishops of Middle Italy, in other words, 
a metropolitan, like the metropolitans of 
Alexandria, Antioch, Ephesus, etc. 

Then he is the exarch or archbishop 
of the west, first among the similar exarchs 
of the east. At this point, he ought to 
have waited for the canonical definition of 
the rights of his supremacy, but instead 
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he chose to make his own rights, master- 
ing the west and pretending to an equal 
mastery over all the Church. But having 
been successful in the west, he failed in 
the east. Of late, the west also came to 
realize the unlawfulness of the Roman 
dominion, and gradually governments and 
nations came to reject it. 

Some writers often gave to the papal 
predominance during the Middle Ages the 
name of theocracy. But this is altogether 
incorrect. If we are to take the theocracy 
in the days of Moses and the Judges in 
its true sense, it truly was a rule of God, 
manifested during the biblical times through 
the prophets and high priests, we can not 
by any means ascribe the same theocratic 
character to the papal dominion. No high 
priest of the Jews, who ever communicated 
the will of the Lord to his people, ever 
pretended to the absolute monarchy in the 
name of God. But the Roman high priests, 
on the contrary, gradually raising the tone 
of their ambitious pretensions, clatmed 
Divine rights, until they almost identified 
themselves with Deity. 

E Let us remember the unlawful deeds 
of strife and violence caused by papacy, 
the religious war of Buerger and the crusades 
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of the Knights of Livonia against the Or- 
thodox Russians, the crusades against the 
disciples of John Huss in Bohemia, tedeums 
of gratitude sung for such events as the 
night of St. Bartholomew, and we shall 
easily see that it would be blasphemous to 
apply the name of theocracy to the papal 
rule. in such cases the identification of the 
will of man with the will of God is an 
usurpation of Divine power and no theocracy 
at all. 

anes In the meanwhile, in the east the 
development of the church law went on its 
own way. Namely: 

1, The title of Patriarch became the 
exclusive right of the five older archbishops 
and could not be appropriated by anyone 
without their permission. 

A The rule which formerly related to 
the metropolitans became applicable to the 
Patriarchs also, namely: aa formerly the 
bishops and presbyters had the right to 
abstain from any communion with the 
metropolitan of their province, if he was 
guilty of heresy, so the 15th rule of the 
Double Council made it possible for the 
metropolitans and bishops to do the same 
with regard to their Patriarch, on similar 
occasions. The importance of this rule is 
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that it establishes the distinction between 
the patriar‘hal authority and the papal 
supremacy. Under the guidance of this 
rule, the eastern churches would be quite 
within their canonical right if they 
condemned the Pope of Rome, as a Pa- 
triarch who persists in error. 

3, The equality of rights of the Roman 
and the Constantinopolitan Patriarchs was 
established; appealing to the Patriarch of 
Rome on the subject of the resolutions of 
the Patrisrch of Constantinople was made 
unlawful, and vice versa, and the limits 
were established for the expansion of the 
rights of the Roman bishop. 

Concerning this matter, a very remark- 
able resolution was made during a Council, 
which took place, in 879, in the cathedral 
of St. Sophia in Constantinople, the Roman 
legates of Pope John VII taking part in 
it. This is how it reads: 

”The holy Ecumenical Council resolved: 
those of the Italian clergy or laymen or 
bishops residing in Asia, or Europe, or 
Lybia, who were forbidden the holy sac- 
raments or were deposed from office by the 
most holy Pope John, or against whom he 
pronounced anathema, should be subject to 
the same measure of punishment on the 
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part of the most holy Photius, Patriarch of 
Constantinople, that is to excommunication, 
deposition or anathema. And those of the 
clergy or laymen, or bishops or priests, — 
whom our most holy Patriarch Photius 
subjects to excommunication, expulsion or 
curse, should be considered under equal 
measure of punishment by the most holy 
Pope John and the holy church of God in 
Rome. Mereover, in the prerogatives belonging 
to the most holy see of the Roman church and 
its president, let there be no innovation what- 
ever, either at present or in the future” (Rule I). 

This is the last rule of the ancient 
Ecumenical Church, 

Yet it should not be considered the 
last in the history of the development of 
ecclesiastical definitions. 

Examining the history of the ancient 
Greco-Roman world, which preserved what 
was still left of antiquity and received the 
salutary principles of the Christian faith 
for the later history, we see the life of 
antiquity dividing itself into two new 
channels. The tidal wave carried it from 
Africa and Asia to Europe, creating there 
two centres, one in Rome, the other in 
Constantinople. Rome became the torch 
light of Christianity for the Teutonic and 
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the Latin races, Constantinople was the 
same for the Slavonic races. 

It goes without saying that this dualism 
was iu perfect conformity with the church 
canon, but it could not by any means have 
been considered its last word. It was called 
forth by the needs of the time, and sooner 
or later it had to come to unity. But Rome 
did not recognize this. The rule and the 
Council itself were rejected by it. This 
comes only as a matter of course, for after 
Pope Nicholas I no Council was strong 
enough to hold the Latin church within the 
boundaries of legality. 

After it wus proclaimed, that the Pope 
judges all but himself is not judged by any, 
both the Council and its first Rule natur- 
ally came to nothing. And the Latin church 
in future had its own way. 

But the church of the east never went 
any further in its canon, as far as the 
superior hierarchical power was concerned. 

It is true that there had been two 
attempts, one at the council of Lyons and 
the other at the council of Florence, to 
define the rights of the bishop of Rome. 
But like still borne children, these attempts 
brought no change in the east. They had 
no strength in them, no vitality, and were 
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rejected even before they were published. 
All this was because these attempts did 
not come from any church principle, but 
from political calculations, because they 
were not accomplished by means of the 
free əgreement between all the hierarchs, 
but of varions scheeming und violation, so 
that it was not the agreement and the 
brotherly communion with the Roman 
supreme pastor that were expected from 
the eastern Christians, but their acceptance 
of his universal lordship and their subject- 
ion to his authority”). 

The task of defining aie rights of 
supremacy within it is ‘still before the 
Universal Church. But this can not be done 
for the benefit of the bishop of Rome, who 
was made by pride to occupy the place of 
Christ the Saviour on earth and has led 
whole nations away from the true faith in 
Christ. 

62) On this subject see the learned research of A. 
L. Katansky, professor of the Ecclesiastical Academy of 
St. Petersburg ”History of the attempts of the union of 


the Greek and Latin churches during the first four 
centuries after their separation.“ St. Petersburg 1868. 


(To be continued). 
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As any falsehood the idea of papacy 
gave birth to many other falsehoods. The 
endeavour to establish it on canonical and 
dogmatical foundations created a whole 
system of adaptations of facts to a false 
idea and, consequently many forgeries. 
Forgeries and errors are possible every- 
where, as any other abuse, but a very 
remarkable feature of Latinism is that the 
champions of its truth never find out their 
errors and forgeries, but are brought to 
recognize them from the outside, and even 
then are not always willing to give them 
up, but tenaciously hold on to them... 
for their own purposes... 
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Interpolations and forgeries began at 
the time when the spirit of the world in- 
vaded the church of Rome, at the end of 
the IVth century, though some manifesta- 
tions of it can be traced to an earlier time. 
One of the earliest forgeries is the 
change of the 6tk rule of the Nicean 
Council and the confusing of it with the 
rules of the council of Sardis. The Roman 
legates showed to the council of Carthage 
two rules of this latter council insisting 
they were Nicean rules, their purpose be- 
ing that the Fathers of the council of 
Carthage should accept for Africa also the 
right of the bishop of Rome to be appealed 
to. But the Fathers doubted the authenti- 
city of the rules and sent emissaries to 
the eastern churches to learn for certain 
how the Nicean rules are read in the east. 
This proved the forgery, and Rome was 
refused the right of being appealed to... 
But the legates approached the council of 
Chalcedon with the same forgery and were 
defeated onze more... Yet to this day the 
6th rule of the Nicean Council is distorted 
in the Roman church, being read by it as 
follows: ”...let ancient customs be kept 
up in full force in Egypt, Lybia and Pen- 
tapolis, for thus ordered the high priest of 
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Rome’’..., instead of ’for this is customary 
to the Roman bishop also”!. 

The next forgery was the Liber Pon- 
tificalis. Janus says °) that this book of 
the Popes was shaped three times, in 530, 
687 and 724, and takes the first formula- 
tion for an intentional forgery, which, in 
his opinion, is an important link in the 
chain of the Roman inventions and interpo- 
lations. The object of the latter was: 1) to 
give credit to the many invented acts of 
the Roman martyrs; 2) to confirm the 
truth of the many fables which were al- 
ready current at the time, concerning the 
baptism of Constantine the Great in Rome, 
Sylvester, Sixtus III, ete.; 3) to ascribe 
antiquity to some later liturgical rites; 4) 
to show that the Popes were the lawgivers 
for the whole nniversal Church, though 
the authors could give no weighty proofs 
to that effect. The historical part of this 
book is meant: to prove that the Popes 
were the religious teachers of the east. 

The book is full of anachronisms of 
the coarsest kind and as a whole gives one 


1) See an ”Essay on church law” by Archimandrite 
John, vol. I, pp. 296-298. Also the Russian translation 
of father Gentte, vol. ITI, pp. 32--33. | 

2) Pp. 189--142. 
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the impression of an intentional deception, 
but it had a great influence on the later 
inventions. ...The later false Isidorian de- 
cretals were but its natural outcome... 

The third important forgery was the 
document of gift of Constantine the Great, 
which is to prove, that when this emperor 
transfered his capital to Byzantium, the 
whole of Italy was given by him to the 
Popes as well as the supremacy over all 
the other bishops. This document is quoted 
by Pope Leo IX, in his attempt to prove, 
that the Popes became kings in the day 
of Constantine already: ”...in order that 
there should be left no doubt as to the 
worldly authority of the Roman chief 
priests... we bring forth proof from the 
document of privilege, which the emperor 
Constantine placed with his own hands on 
the holy coffin of the heavenly key bearer 
Peter...’’. 

Here is this document, supposedly 
written by emperor Constantine: ’l'ogether 
with all our rulers, Senate, magnates and 
the people of Rome, we thought it useful, 
as St. Peter was the steward of the Son 
of God on earth, so the chief priests, the 
heirs of the prince of the Apostles, should 
retain their authority even to a fuller de- 
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gree than it is appropriate to the earthly 
imperial dignity. Namely, we prescribe 
reverently to honor the holy apostolic 
Roman church as much as our earthly 
imperial might, and in order to raise more 
fully this see over our own throne, we 
ascribe to it kingly power, dignity and 
honor. Besides this, we decree that the 
see of Peter should have the headship 
over the four sees: of Alexandría, Antioch, 
Jerusalem and Constantinople, and also 
over all the churches of the universe, etc, 
etc’. On this, there begins a description 
of the gifts of the emperor, of the palace 
”which supercedes all the palaces of the 
world”, of the court and the ornaments... 
The emperor was about to place his own 
crown on the head of the Pope Sylvester, 
but the later objected on the grounds of 
its being of gold, "therefore the emperor 
put on him with his own hands his Phry- 
gian bonnet, resplendent with whiteness 
and signifying the resurrection of Christ”... 
The supposed decree goes on: ”’...and in 
order that the authority of the- chief 
priest should not. decrease, but should 
flourish even more than the imperial 
authority itself, we have decreed to make 
over to our father Sylvester, besides the | 
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Lateran Palace, the city of Rome, the provin- 
ces of Italy and all the western countries, and 
all the places and cities in them, ete, 
ete °). 

This absurd fable was invented in the 
Villth century... But Pepin believed it, 
and, having conquered the Lombards he 
made a present to the Pope of twenty 
conquered cities and the exarchate of 
Ravenna. This was the beginning of the 
lay power of the Popes... But the logic 
of life is such, that an untruth is always 
punished by another untruth. In vain do 
the jealous workers for papacy, the sons 
of Loyola dream of the reinstitution of the 
lay power of the Popes: it 1s gone for ever. 
The Jaws of history are eternal and im- 
mutable. 

It is not to be wondered at, that such 
fables were believed in the dark ages of 
ignorance and simple-hearted timorous 
superstition; but it is certainly a great 
wonder that the papists still hold to an 
invention, which is not compatible either 


8) Migne, Patrol. c. e. vol, CXLIII, pp. 75%--781. 
This decree was the model of another similar one, 
namely the document of the gift of Pepin, which was 
shown to Charlemagne. Concerning this see Janus, pp 
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with history, chronology or philology!.. 

The fourth great forgery were the 
pseudo-Isidorian decretals, which brought 
about the complete transformation of the 
order and government of the church... 
This falsehood, says Janus, was brought to 
light three centuries ago, yet the changes 
they introduced have struck such deep 
roots in the ecclesiastical soil..., that 
every time this deception comes to the 
surface again it is accompanied by a pro- 
longed shaking up of the whole existing 
system *), 

These decretals contain about a hun- 
dred documents, written in the barbarous 
Latin of the [Xth century. The collection 
is full of the most striking historical and 
chronological impossibilities. For instance, — 
Pope Victor who lived in the IInd century 
corresponds concerning the celebration of 
Easter with the Alexandrian archbishop 
Theophilus, who lived in the [Vth century; 
writers of the first three centuries quote a 
translation of the Bible, which St. Jerome 
made at the end of the IVth century, 
etc... This forgery is supposed to have 
been made in Gaul, by the local clergy, 
with the object of protecting themselves 

4) Janus, p. 101. 
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and their possessions against local arch- 
bishops and metropolitans, and local coun- 
cils °). 

ears The supreme power of the Pope 
happened to be chosen as the means for 
obtaining this object... In brief, all the 
pretensions, which already existed in 
Rome, but never were claimed boldly, were 
arranged in the forged document into a 
perfect system and founded on laws, 
which as the document assured had been 
already acted upon for a good many years. 
The moment these decretals reached Nicho- 
las I (858-864) .., he dismissed all doubts 
of the French bishops concerning their 
authenticity and stated with perfect assur- 
ance that the archives and ancient doc- 
uments of the Roman church made it the 
possessor of all these things a lony time 
ago and that every epistle of the Pope, 
even were it not to be found in the Collec- 
tion of Dionysus, has perfect lawgiving 
power for the Church. At the council of 
Rome (863), he proclaimed anathema 


5! In the pseudo-Isidorian decretals the Gallican 
clergy expected to find, in this case, a similar point of 
support it found in the celebrated Gallican declaration 


of 1682. Concerning this see above one of the foot-- 
notes. 
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against all who dared to show disrespect 
to the Popes’ teachings or orders ô’). 

= When reproached with forgery in this 
case, the papists defend themselves by the 
assurance that the decretals were a mere 
pretext, and no cause, that with or with- 
out them the papacy would have reached 
the same development... To refute Janus 
Hirgenreuther says that this unauthentic 
collection spread so widely exactly because 
its views corresponded so well to the pre- 
ponderant views and circumstances of the 
time. But none of the papists seem to be 
aware, that such statements as the above 
are a refutation in themselves: the evil and 
shame of the whole thing consists exactly 
of the fact that the papacv showed itself 
so nearly akin to falsehoods, that an 
acknowledged lie was easily accepted by 
it and became the food for its further 
growth. | 
At the time of Gregory VII. the 
Roman ecclesiastical law received its fur- 
ther development actually on the fonnda- 
tion of the pseudo-—Isidorian decretals... 
According to them, Julius (338) is supposed 
to have written to the eastern bishops: 


6) Janus, p. 106. Mansi, Concil. XV, 695 and Hard. 
Concil. V, 574. 


"by a special privilege. the Roman church 
has the power to open or to shut the gates 
of the kingdom for whomsoever it wishes”. — 
And on these words Gregory VII founded 
his claims to be the ruler of the universe. 
The allegorical expression to bind and to 
release became for the Popes an inexhaus- 
tible source of claims. if Gregory wished 
to deprive the German king of his throne, 
he said: Mine is the power to bind and to 
release. If he wanted to free the subjects of 
their oath of allegiance to their sovereign, 
he said again: Mine is the power to bind 
and to release... He announced: ”we wish 
to show the world, that kingdoms, duchies 
and counties, in short, the possessions of 
all the people, we may take away from 
any owner and give to another. for our is 
the power to bind and to release” ’)... 
The adherents of Gregory made this a 
magic formula, making the supposed words 
of Pope Julius into a seperate decree °). 
What principles were placed by the 
followers of Pope Gregory Vil at the 


7) This he did at the Council of Rome in 1080. 


8) The author mentions Anselm of Lucca, nephew 
of Pope Alexander II, Boniza, Cardinal Gregory of 
Pavia and others who made the most of it. See Janus, 
pp. 109—110. Translator. 
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basis of their work is easily seen from 
the following..., for instance, contradic- 
tions in sources and decisions are made 
away with by the simple rule: the lesser 
authority is to give way before a greater, 
a council before the Pope °). This rule 
alone was enough to open wide the door 
for the Isidorian decretals, and more than 
this, it made impossible every attempt to 
modify their system by the ancient canons... 

How easv became the interpolations 
and forgeries one example will be suffi- 
cient to show. The council of Toledo (646) 
decreed that the Spanish priests rebelling 
against the king should be condemned, 
and that kings should be subject to an- 
athema, if they disregarded this condemna- 
tion. Two hundred years later pseudo- 
Isidor rearranged it as follows: ,,anathema 
is to be the fate of all the kings, who 
break the verdict made by the rule, or 
tolerate the breaking of it‘‘. This saying 
was ascribed to Pope Hadrian. The adher- 
ents of Pope Gregory substituted the de- 
crees of the Popes for the rules of the 
Councils, and thus it came to be stated 
that kings who disobey the Pope should 
be excommunicated. 

M Tanna, p. 111, 
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The next forgery was the decree of 
Gratianus, which was issued in the middle 
of the XIIth century, in the celebrated 
school of law in Bologna. The inventions 
of Gratianus were added, in this work, to 
those of pseudo -Isidor and the adherents 
of Pope Gregory... First of all, Gratianus 
distorted the 36th rule of the Fourth 
Ecumenical Council, decreasing the number 
of Patriarchs from five to four and placing 
the Pope above them all... The papal 
power became thus a mare magnum, within 
which there was no room for any indepen- 
dent little lake. Second, Gratianus made 
plausible and developed the system of 
forcing religious tenets on people. Quoting 
the words of Urban II, whoever for zeal 
of the Church kills someone, who has been 
excommunicated, must not by any means 
be treated as a murderer, Gratianus draws 
the following general conclusion: ,,there- 
fore, it is clear that the wicked (from the 
point of view of the Roman church) not 
only must be punished, but also killed‘. 
As a great misfortune for humanity, this 
particular lawgiver greatly enlarged the 
idea of heresy..., and thus all who dis- 
obeyed the Popes became liable to be 
deprived of property or even of life. 
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Third, and the most important, the work 
of Gratianus placed the Pope above the 
laws. He says: ,,As Jesus Christ, whilst 
staying on earth, was subject to law, yet 
in reality above it, just so the Pope stands 
above all the church laws and may freely 
dispose of them, for he alone gives force 
to all laws“ *). This book was accepted as 
a manual of church law in all the western 
world... All the jurisprudence of the de- 
crees dating from 1159 to 1320 wes built 
on the basis established by Gratianus “). 
The same must be said about his influence 
on the scholastic science. in general and 
on Thomas Aquinas in particular. Before 
Thomas Aquinas *) the doctrine of the head- 
ship of the Pope was not as yet included 
in the system of theology... The pretext 
for so doing was once more a forgery, 
which was incredibly transparent. It was a 
collection of purely imaginary or at least 
of distorted testimonies for the papacy, 
which were ascribed to the eastern Coun- 
cils and Fathers: to saint John Chrysostom, 
to Cyril of Jerusalem, Cyril cf Alexandria © 


10) Janus, pp. 155—161. 
| 11) Compare with Boehmer, Diss. de decret. Grat., 
the preface to his Corpus jur. can, p. XVII 
12) Janus, pp. 161—162. 
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and to a certain Maximus. 

The new forgery was presented to 
Pope Urban IV, who in perfect good failh 
passed it on to Thomas Aquinas, as an 
important scientific trove. Thomas Aquinas 
was not acquainted with the Greek 
language and was brought up on pseudo- 
Isidor, the adherents of Gregory and 
Gratianus; consequently he immediately 
imagined himself to be in possession of 
the very treasures of antiquity... He 
taught, that there were no more doubts 
that as far as the duty of obedience was 
concerned, no difference should be made 
between the Popes”) and Christ. Thus 
Thomas introduced into dogmaties the 
principle of the papal infallibility, a step 
which has hardly received its proper 
valuation. 

The step was final.... the papal supre- 
macy became a Divine institution, and the 
distortion of a canonical right became a 
dogmatical doctrine. 
ree Concerning this aquisition Pope John 
XXII said: ,,By writing his article, Thomas 
achieved such a great task, that he may 
be placed among the saints without work- 
ing miracles‘‘; in his bull he further pro- 
~~ 18) Opusc. XXXIV, edited in Paris, XX, pp. 549--560. 
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claimed: ,,Thomas wrote his work not 
without a special inspiration of the Holy 
Ghost‘'. Pope Innocent VII announced: ,,he 
who disputes the teaching of Thomas, be- 
comes by so doing suspected“. And Leo 
XIII made Thomas Aquinas a doctor of 
the Church, ordering his theology to be 
considered a model! 

I. When a canonical prerogative of 
the Pope was thus turned into a Divine 
prerogative, and the Roman bishop ceased 
to be the equal of the other bishops in 
the grace of the orders, the ancient law 
of the Church was inevitably cast down, 
the ancient order was distorted and the 
whole Church reorganized. Thus; 

a) The exaltation of the Popes by Di- 
vine right absorbed all the rights and 
privileges of the bishops... ..Innocent III 
taught: ,,the Pope alone has the full power, 
the other bishops are merely called to 
help in that part of affairs, which he en- 
trusted to them“ “)... Soon after Innocent, 
some bishops did not scruple to sign them- 
selves: by the grace of the papal see, bishop 
thus aud thus. 

b) When the rights and freedom of 


14) Innoc. III, Epis. 350. Decret Greg. 3, 8. See 
Janus, } 185. 
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the bishéps were absorbed, the councils 
both local and ezumenical lost all their 
significance. As the Pope’s vicars, the bi- 
saops could discuss only questions pro- 
posed by him in the spirit and direction 
suggested also ky him... Thomas Aquinas 
taught, that the Council holds its authority 
from the Pope, who alone may establish 
new professions of faith, that he who does 
not submit to the authority of the Pope 
is a heretic, for to the Pope alone belongs 
the power to give out decrees concerning 
all questions of faith‘: ”). Thus the Pope 
and the Council became ideas which ex- 
cluded each other... Bossuet repeatedly 
asked what was the use of all these Coun- 
cils, which cost so much money and trouble, 
when the Pope could solve all questions by 
himself. This question was answered by the 
Jesuit father Orsi, one of the most learned 
theologians of the time: ,,do not ask this 
of the Popes, who never imagined there 


15) Thomas Aquinas teaches in summa 2, 2, Q. I, 
article X: „solam auctoritatem summi pontificis pertinent 
- nova editio symboli; sicut et omnia alia, quae pertinent ad 
totam Ecclesiam, ut congregare synodum generalem, et alio 
hujusmodi. Summi pontificis auctoritate synodus congrega- 
tur et ejus sententia confirmatur... auctaritate summi ponti- 
ficis est recepta, ut quasi regulo fidei habeatur “. Compare 
with the teaching concerning faith, Q. II, art 2, 3. 
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was any necessity ever to have recourse 
to the Councils...; ask the emperors, who 
wanted the Councils and called them, de- 
manding the consent of the Popes and 
uselessly raising all this noise in the 
Church‘‘ *). After the council of Trent, 
which was called by the Pope unwillingly 
and skilfully conducted with many cavils 
and delays by the new order of Jesuits, 
Rome hated the very name of Councils. 
When the followers of Molinos demanded 
a council for the solution of the question 
of grace, a Dominican monk Penna wrote: 
„In Rome, at least in cogmatical affairs 
the word council is abolished as blasphe- 
mous‘‘”), In countries where the holy 
Inquisition worked, even the wish for a 
Council was a crime. Cardinal Pallaviccini, 
who took part in the council of Trent, 
said: ,,calling another council would be 


16) Janus, p. 446. The same testimony is quoted by 
the author of „Concerning the Holy Spirit and the 
: supremacy of the Roman chief priest“, published by 
S. Astashkoff, p. 83. 

17) The Popes held the councils in such abhorence, 
that making treaties with the German princes, they in- 
variably made it the chief condition, that any demand 
for a council should be entirely out of question. More- 
over, an appeal to an Ecumenical Council was punished 
by excommunication, especially in the days of Pope 
Pius II; Janus, p. 357. 


ee eee 


tempting God; such a gathering would be 
highly dangerous and would threaten the 
Church with ruin‘‘*). According to him, 
the Popes always hated local councils. 

As to such councils as the council of 
the Vatican, in J870,... they can by no 
means be considered Councils in the proper 
sense: they are no more than a brilliant 
and luxurious pageantry accompanying the 
declaration of papal decrees ”). 

c) When the principle of Councils was 
abolished, the church government took the 
form of monarchical absolutism. One per- 
son took the place at the head of the 
government...: the metropolitan rule was 
done away with, all the bishops became 
directly dependent on the Pope, and the 
monastic orders, with their monasteries 
and institutions, ...began to be governed 
directly from Rome... Local national 
churches were absorbed by Rome: the La- 


18) Janus, pp. 442—443. 


19) Ibid.— The Fourth Lateran council, under 
Innocent IIT, had a similar significance. Having called 
it, the Pope ordered the bishops to read his decrees, 
and having done this In silence, they made so bold as 
to signify their approval; Janus. p. 210; the last council 
of the Vatican had the appearance of a real council, 
for the bishops were permitted to speak, but in reality 
everything was decided and calculated in advance, 
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tin ritual and tho Latin point of view be- 
came universally obligatory. The church 
thus reorganized became a kingdom of 
this world... Christian principles, which 
were originally placed at the basis of the 
Church, became merely a serviceable tool, 
serving for the attainment of mastery over 
the inheritance of God... 

d) But the fate of all absolutism be- 
fell the absolutism of the Popes: it became 
the slave of the Curia... The constant de- 
pendence cf the Pope on the Curia makes 
his office a heavy burden. Pope Hadrian 
IV (1054—1059) says: ,,The position of 
the Pope is the most unfortunate on earth; 
his throne is surrounded by stings; the 
happiness of his life is nothing but grief; 
on his shoulders rests an overpowering 
load”)... ,,Pope Nicholas V (1447-1455) be- 
moaned his fate, saying he was the un- 
happiest man in the world, that no man, 
who comes near him, speaks the truth, 
and that his Italians are simply insatiable. 
Marcellus II, who was Pope during 21 days 
in 1555, was overcome by the same grief 
to such an extent, that he exclaimed one 
day that he could not see how a Pope 


20) Vespasiani vita Nicolai V; Muratori Scripta 
rerum, Ital, XXV, p. 286. 
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could become blissful”). 

II. Owing to this distortion of the 
ancient order, the rights of the Popes and 
the rights of the Patriarchs, which form- 
erly were the same, became very different... 
The points of difference were as follows: 

a) The patriarchate considers itself 
formed historically, though on principles 
suggested by Apostolic principles... And 
though it is called Divine, the term merely 
implies, that the Fathers of the Ecumenical 
Councils, who established it, were acting 
under the guidance of the Holy Ghost..., 
nevertheless the patriarchate, depending on 
the resolutions of the Councils and the 
needs of the time, is subject to change 
and may be replaced by the synodal rule... 
But the papacy, though it also was doubt- 
less formed historically and accordingly to 
the decisions of the Councils, claims that 
it was established by Jesus Christ himself 
and, therefore, that it is superior to Coun- 
cils. 

b) The patriarchate makes no changes 
in the dogma of the three grades of the 
Holy Orders, a Patriarch being a bishop 
representing the highest administrative 
authority in his province and depending 

21) Janus, pp. 201—202. 
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on the Council. But the Pope, owing to a 
confusion of dogmatical and canonical de- 
finitions, represents the highest grade of 
priesthood, depending on a new sacrament, 
performed by no one knows whom or how. 

c) The Patriarchs consecrating a bishop 
do not do it singly, but in a council, in 
accordance with the First Apostolic Rule. 
ural But the Pope consecrates bishops alone 
in spite of this rule,... considering himself 
the only source of grace for the whole 
Church. This difference is one of the most 
important and essential. 

d) In spite of its profound reverence 
for the patriarchal office, the eastern church 
never claimed any personal infallibility for 
the Patriarchs, in life or teaching, whereas 
the western church claims for the Popes, 
and the Popes alone, the personal gift of 
infallibility and in some cases even of 
holiness, by reason of their superior service. 

e) A Patriarch is elected by the bishops 
of the province, the laymen taking a more 
or less active part in the election, accord- 
ing to the statutes; and those who elect 
him also have the right to depose him... 
Nothing of the kind is possible in the 
Roman church; its bishops are in complete 
subjection to their head the Pope, and 
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their conscience is bound by their oath of 
fidelity to the papal throne... 

f) The patriarchal rule not only does 
not exclude the councils, but depends on 
them and finds in them its support, which 
enables the Ecumenical Councils for ever 
to remain the highest expression of the 
unanimity, brotherly intercourge and union 
of the local churches and the superior 
power in the Universal Church. But in the 
Latin Church, on the contrary, the principle 
of conciliar rule has been completely over- 
thrown and trodden under foot by the 
papal system... 

IH. A false idea, developed into a 
system by means of forgeries, could not 
fail to affect the Latin reasoning and 
theology. Thus: $ 

a) The attitude of the Roman theolog- 
ical thought towards the sources of the 
Christian teaching, the Holy Scripture and 
the Holy tradition ceased to be normal... 
The Latin theologians developed such a 
peculiar sensitiveness of thought and feel- 
ing, that they saw their own idea even 
where it is not present at all. Reading the 
church authors they read their own ideas 
between the lines and correct the authors 
making them speak in their own way. 
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This inevitably brings about a straining of 
the meaning of the Fathers of the Church, 
exaggerations, adaptations, interpolations, 
etc., to prove a false idea. For instance, 
the papists see testimonies to their own 
opinions in ...... Origen, Tertullian, Cyprian 
and others, who had not the slightest idea 
of the Roman supremacy... For instance, 
to get rid of a basic contradiction, an in- 
terpolation was made in the writings of 
Cyprian, and instead of the original words: 
”all the Apostles received from Jesus 
Christ the same power and the same 
authority as Peter’, the following words 
were inserted: ’’supremacy was given to the 
Apostle Peter in order to show the unity 
of the Church and the see; he, who leaves 
the see of St. Peter, on whom the Church 
is founded, how can he think he belongs 
to the Church”’??), And in this way, Cyprian 
also became a witness for the supremacy 
of the Pope. 

b) The normal, strictly logical processes 
of thought were also affected. Instead of 
being cautious in regard to the articulate. 
ness of perceptions and the precision of 


22) Mentioning this forgery, Janus refers the reader 
to Rigault, Baluzet and Crobinger in their foot notes to 
their editions of Cyprian. Janus, p. 187. 
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ideas, it would seem that the Romanists 
purposely confuse and mingle very differ- 
ent ideas, so long as they are propitious 
to the notion of papal supremacy. The ideas 
of supremacy, eldership and headship have 
been confused to the point of identification, 
though each of them represents a special 
and separate thought. Dogmatical and can- 
onical ideas are as badly mixed, which 
brings about a complete confusion of the 
dogmatical and ecclesiastical offices of the 
Holy Orders. As long as the papists think 
that papacy is a Divine institution, they 
will never have the courage to say that in 
the grace of the Orders the Pope is the 
equal of the other bishops, his privileges 
being purely canonical. Moreover, instead 
of trying to find the stable foundations of 
life, the Latin theologians seize accidental 
characteristics and personal features and 
ascribe to them the quality of firmness 
and immutability, entirely disregarding the 
true laws. We, the Orthodox, judge hier- 
archy and the order of the ancient Church 
on the foundation of rules, first the rules 
of the Apostles and then the rules of the 
Councils... But the Roman theologians do 
just the contrary, never judging the person- 
al relations in the light of the rules, but 
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commenting on the rules by what we know 
of personal relations. Here are some 
examples: A direct disciple of the Apostles, 
Clement, bishop of Rome (91-100) writes a 
letter to the Corinthians to quiet some 
dispute, which arose among them. In this 
the Latins see a proof of the supremacy 
of the bishop of Rome, for, according to 
them, the solicitude of Clement for 
the Corinthians expresses his conscious- 
ness of the fact that the care of all 
the churches in general was entrusted 
to him, But we affirm, on the basis of the 
apostolic rules alone, without going into 
any further discussion, that such a com- 
mentary on the simple act of Clement was 
a pure invention, that in the first centuries 
any sort of supremacy was entirely un- 
known, and that the epistle of Clement, 
must, therefore, be regarded as a proof of 
his brotherly interest in a neighbouring 
church, which was in constant intercourse 
with Rome... Here is another example. 
Victor I (192-202) and Stephen (253-257) 
threatened the churches of Asia Minor 
wiih excommunication for their disagree- 
ment with Rume, the first concerning the 
right date for Easter, the second concern- 
ing the baptism of heretics. Supported by 
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the Apostolic rules, we affirm that both 
these Popes were guilty of exceeding their 
authority, of which they were duly accused 
by their brother bishops. But disregarding 
the Apostolic rules, the Latins see in these 
acts of Victor and Stephen a manifestation 
of papal authority. Athanasius the Great 
seeks refuge in Rome from the persecutions 
of the Arian heretics; St. Basil the Great 
asks Pope Damascius for moral support, 
etc., etc., — to all these and to similar 
incidents we apply the point of view of 
the church canon, and find in them no 
indication of the headship of the Popes. 
But the Latins are so sure that they do 
indicate the papal supremacy at this remote 
time, that they correct the 6-th rule of 
the First Ecumenical Council to harmonize 
with these incidents. Here is one more 
example. The Fourth Ecumenical Council 
received the Epistle of Pope Leo with the 
greatest respect, as if it came from Peter 
himself. From our point of view, we derive 
from this, that the Fathers of this Council 
recognized in Leo’s epistle the exact ecum- 
enical teaching, having found before the — 
same orthodox truths in the works of 
Athanasius the Great, Gregory the Divine 
and Basil the Great. But the Latin theol- 
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ogians take the epistle of Leo for an 
infallible act of ecumenical law-giving, 
issued by the universal head of the Uni- 
versal Church, totally disregarding the fact 
that Leo’s confession was accepted only 
after it had been examined and approved 
by a special committee appointed by the 
Council, And in this way the earlier history, 
of the Church has been worked out by 
Latin theologians down to the ninth century. 
— Owing to this superficial attitude of 
thought toward facts, the Roman Catholic 
science knows of no analysis of matters 
according to their nature. For instance, in 
order to prove that Christ entrusted all 
the earthly order of things to the Pope, 
Innocent reasons as follows: Christ ordered 
Peter to walk on the sea, which in a 
mysterious sense represents the masses of 
the people, therefore it is clear, that the 
successors of Peter are called to rule the 
nations?®), The reasoning of Thomas Aqui- 
nas concerning heretics is exactly similar: 
the holy Scripture calls them thieves and 
wolves, thieves are hanged and wolves are 
killed, therefore heretics are also to be 


hung and killed...24), The predilection of 
23) Innocent IIJ, 1. II ad. Patr. Constantinop. ap. 

Migne 51, vol. CCXIV, P. L. II, 209 col., 758 et sequ. 

l 24) Summa II, 9, 11, art. 3 and 4. 
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the Roman theologians for the syllogism 
ad absurdum, comes from the same laxity 
of reasoning... For instance in the hook of 
S. Astashkoff, the author reasons as follows: 
the eastern church consists of several in- 
dependent national churches, therefore 
eastern Christians do not believe in one 
Holy Ecumenical Apostolic Church, but in 
many separate churches, which is an 
absurdity... 

c) The processes of their thought having 
been affected, the discussions of the Latins 
became deprived of scholarly calmness and 
objectivity... Whenever the weakness of the 
argument becomes apparent, the Latin 
theologians try to affect their readers by 
the vividness of their imagery, by their 
imagery, by their authoritative tone, which 
must abolish doubt, by enraptured eloquen- 
ce, which bears witness to the loftiness of 
the subject, or by irony and sarcasm, when 
dealing with a powerful opponent. In fact, 
to prove their personal opinions, they 
neglect no artificial means?5), Influenced 
by feeling and imagination, they indulge 
in every possible exaggeration. Seeing in 
life and books what is not there at all, and 
disregarding what is both in life and books, 
the Latin theologians consider no trans- 
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gression against truth, but on the contrary 
give it the name of a pious fraud. This is 
the psychological explanation of all the 
forgeries which accompanied the develop- 
ment of the papal idea. Here are examples 
of some perfectly incredible instance of 
historical distortions. In France, the Jesuit 
fathers taught, that Napoleon never was 
the emperor of France, that he con- 
ducted all his wars only as a general of 
Louis XVIH. A Roman catholic bishop in 
Russia earnestly endeavours to prove, that 
no indulgences were ever sold in the time 
of Luther, that Luther arose against the 
Roman Church for perfectly different rea- 
sons, and that the whole thing was invent- 
ed by the enemies of the Church?®) etc. ete. 

Doutbless, the Jesuit fathers did much 
for science. But we must not forget that the 
liberal and infidel lay science was always 
a check on their endevours to whitewash 
the history of papacy. Were it not for 
this check, even their very real learning 
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ment, we can mention the work of John Brazda, in 
Bohemian, „The Syllabus of Pius IX”. In it, a sedlak 
that is an uneducated peasant is represented arguing 
to defend this document of the Pope (?!). The book is 
pretty voluminous — 428 pages. 


26) This is a perfectly authentic fact. 
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could not stand against their pious in- 
fatuations. 

Drawing the general theses of this 
part of our work, we may offer the follow- 
ing with perfect certainty. 

First, in the grace of the Holy Orders, 
all bishops are equal, the difference 
between them haviug been established later 
on, in privileges defined by the canons of 
the Church. The eastern Universal Church 
always remembers this difference. But the 
Roman church has deliberately confused 
them with the object of raising the bishop 
of Rome, ascribing to his canonical privi- 
leges an importance of sacramental grace, 
which placed him outside the ranks of 
other bishops. 

Second, the Apostles left us no prin- 
ciples of ecclesiastical autocracy, no special 
sacrament for the bishops of Rome, but, 
on the contrary, they left us perfectly 
clear rules rejeeting every chance of auto- 
cracy in the Church... 

Third, the 34th Apostolic rule is the 
foundation for the development of the 
canonical rights and privileges of the chief 
bishops, the metropolitans being placed 
over the bishops, and Patriarchs over 
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the metropolitans; but, at the historical 
moment, when it seemed that the 
Popes of Rome were about to be 
placed over the Patriarchs, they took the 
task into their own hands and created for 
themselves privileges so exorbitant, that 
the other bishop could not accept them. 

Fourth, the privileges of the Roman 
bishops are not founded on any church da- 
ta of indubitable character, but on doubt- 
ful syllogisms, on fictions and on a whole 
series of intentional and unintenional 
forgeries... 

Hence, we can point out in the de- 
velopment of the papacy the exact mo- 
ments, when tha Popes took leaps over 
the bounderies destined for them. The 
first was taken, when the Pope claimed 
that the supremacy of St Peter was trans- 
mitted to him. The second was taken when 
Nicholas I ordered the Patriarchs of Con- 
stantinople Photius and Ignatius to appear 
in Rome to be judged by him, which was 
an attack on brotherly equality. The third 
was taken when Gregory VII proclaimed 
his superiority to lay monarchs. The fourth 
was taken, when Innocent III proclaimed 
himself the steward of Christ and the lord 
of the world, as a kind of demi-god, The 
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fifth was finally taken when Thomas Aqui- 
nas introduced into dogmatics the doctrine 
of the supremacy of the Pope, and finally 
established and confirmed the confusion of 
dogma and canon by his learned authority. 

Therefore, were we to enter into com- 
munications with Rome concerning the 
union of the churches, the papists would 
have to consider the following theses: the 
doymatical definitions of the grades of the 
Holy Orders are entirely different from 
the canonical, and must be strictly ob- 
served with regard to the Popes also; in 
priesthood, the Pope is not different from 
any other bishop in any way; the prin- 
ciple of Councils is a supreme principle, 
and the Pope must be subject to it; sign- 
ing the resolutions of the Councils, the 
Popes do not confirm, but merely agree 
and acknowledge that these resolutions 
are binding for their provinces; the pre- 
tentions of the Popes, from Nicholas I to 
Pius IX, who proclaimed the dogma of the 
papal infallibility, are unlawful pretensions 
and the Roman church must give them up. 
eee Yet would it be possible for the 
Roman church to accept these theses? No, 
it would be impossible for the adherents 
of papacy. Yet it is perfectly possible for 
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the Roman Catholics, who are morc calm 
and, therefore, nearer in spirit to orthodoxy. 


CONCLUSION. 


Our task is done... Now we are able 
to answer the questions with wich we have 
begun. What is the essential difference 
between us and the papists in the doctrine 
of the church? Where is the boundary 
which separates our doctrine from the 
Latin? How are the differences between 
us understood by the Latins, and how by 
us? oe 
Our invesiigation ought to answer all 
these questions, in a detailed way. 

The accusation of prejudice and hatred 
rather falls on the papists, than on us; there 
are no omissions in our Catechisms, but 
there are later interpolations in the Roman 
Oatechisms, contrary to the essence of the 
ecumenical doctrine of the Church, these 
interpolations being the result of the wrong 
direction taken by the papacy since the 
TXth century. 

The Latin doctrine of the headship of 
the Pope contradicts the Orthodox Coctrine 
of the headship of Christ, the ascription of 
Divine rights to the Popes abolishing the 
fundamental and vital principle of the 
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Church — the headship of Christ; owing 
to which the primary virtues of a Christ- 
ian, the faith in Christ and imitation of 
Christ are replaced by two specially Roman 
virtues, servile obedience to the Pope and zeal 
for his glory; this changes the order of 
spiritual life in the Roman church..., the 
Roman Christians seemingly believing in 
Christ, hut in reality having no direct sense 
of Him. 

The dogma of the infallibility of the 
Popes contains an inner contradiction, it 
comes from a vague and incorrect idea 
of infallibility; it distorts the Orthodox 
teaching of the Church as the guardian of 
Divine truth and of the Councils as the 
infallible expressions of this truth; it gives 
an entirely wrong interpretation of the life 
of the Church and its laws, founding 
infallibility not on the holiness of the 
Church but on the supposed communion of 
the Pope and the bishops, and, thus, making 
the understanding of the truth of God and 
the enlightenment of the Holy Ghost a 
perfectly exterior matter for the whole 
Church; the Vatican decree of the infalli- 
bility of the Pope, supposedly coming from 
a Council, but in reality rejecting Councils, 
is the result of the ingenuity of the Latin 
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thought and may justly be considered the 
work of the Jesuit fathers. 

The boasted unity of the Roman church 
is altogether disciplinary and exterior in 
the cause of salvation in Christ; it is a 
unity in the Pope, not in Christ, a unity 
which opposes the true life in Christ, foud- 
ed as it is on imaginary false and unjust 
principles, namely: on the celibacy of all 
the clergy, on monastic orders governed 
directly by Rome instead of the bishops of 
their provinces, which is aguinst the rules 
of the Council of Chalcedon, and on the 
growth of the papal Curia, which is a 
unanimous corporation around the Pope, 
and the chief reason of the Roman Catholic 
unity. | 
The Latin church confuses the eccle- 
siastical grades, one of which is the papal 
grade, with the spiritual grades, of which 
there are only three: the bishop, the 
presbyter and the deacon; ... the Pope can 
never be anything but a bishop, in grace 
the equal of all the other bishops. 

The Apostles gave out the 34th rule- 
as the foundation of the future development 
of canonical rights and privileges of bishops, 
from whose ranks arose metropolitans, and 
later on Patriarchs; amongst the latter the 
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supremacy was, without any doubt, ascribed 
to the bishops of Rome; but, having ima- 
gined themselves to be the successors of 
St. Peter, they exceded the boundaries of 
the church supremacy,... usurping the rights 
of Christ, of which the Universal Chureh 
justly accuses them. 

The pretensions of the bishop of Rome 
to the supreme authority in the Universal 
Church do not come from any principle of 
the Church itself, but from the arrogance 
and love of power of the heathen spirit of 
ancient Rome, hidden under the holy 
names of the Saviour and the chief of His 
Apostles. 

To accuse the Orthodox Church of 
having fallen away from the ecumenical 
unity is altogether unjust; such an accus- 
ation is not applicable to it, for it does 
all it can to manifest its interior unity in 
Christ in its exterior canonical unity, and 
if for some time it has been forced to 
remain stationery in its progress, it is 
entirely by reason of the extreme preten- 
sions of Rome. 

The principle of Councils is not the 
only difference between our church and the 
Latin, for the unity in the person of the 
supreme hierarch and the foundation of 


Councils were always intimately related; 
but holding to both, we must observe in 
the life of the Church the only uncondition- 
ally necessary and salutary headship of 
Christ, without which neither the principle 
of Councils, nor the canonical supremacy can 
possibly be safeguarded against impurities 
and usurpations. 

There is no direct answer to the 
question whether the salvation of the faith- 
ful is accomplished within the Roman 
Catholic Church. The answer is both yes and 
no... If the western Christians live by the 
false principles of the papacy, realizing 
them in their lives, they greatly increase 
for themselves the difficulties of the task 
of salvation. If, setting aside these false 
principles, they live by their faith in Christ 
and serve Him as their only Head, they 
approach the Orthodox ideal and facilitate 
their way to salvation. 

From this we, the Orthodox, may also 
derive a salutary lesson. As we saw, the 
papacy became a doctrine only in time. It 
began as a materialistic attitude towards 
hierarchical prerogatives,... which brought | 
about entire disregard of the fact that the 
true spirit of pastorship is that the strong 
ought to bear the infirmities of the weak and 
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not to please themselves (Roman XV, 1). In 
this form, all the Orthodox pastors, super- 
ior, midcle and inferior, may be contamina- 
ted by the spirit of the papacy, separately 
or collectively, or even as a whole coun- 
cil. Therefore we should be extremely 
cautious not to become fascinated by false 
powers, as through this we only endanger 
the cause of salvation for ourselves as for 


others. On the other hand, if founding | 


ourselves cn Christ, as the invisible supre- 
me Head of all the faithful, we come eloser 
to the normal lie of the Church, we shall 
facilitate the progress of our walk towards 
the eternal destination, for ourselves as 
well as for our brothers in Christ. 


THE END. 
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